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Abstract

We study a general family of problems that form a common generalization of classic hitting
(also referred to as covering or transversal) and packing problems. An instance of X-HitPack
asks: Can removing 𝑘 (deletable) vertices of a graph 𝐺 prevent us from packing ℓ vertex-disjoint
objects of typeX? This problem captures a spectrum of problemswith standard hitting and packing
on opposite ends. Our main motivating question is whether the combination X-HitPack can be
significantly harder than these two base problems. Already for one particular choice of X, this
question can be posed for many different complexity notions, leading to a large, so-far unexplored
domain at the intersection of the areas of hitting and packing problems.

At a high level, we present two case studies: (1)X being all cycles, and (2)X being all copies of a
fixed graph𝐻 . In each, we explore the classical complexity as well as the parameterized complexity
with the natural parameters 𝑘 + ℓ and treewidth. We observe that the combined problem can be
drastically harder than the base problems: for cycles or for𝐻 being a connected graph on at least 3
vertices, the problem is ΣP

2 -complete and requires double-exponential dependence on the treewidth
of the graph (assuming the Exponential-Time Hypothesis). In contrast, the combined problem
admits qualitatively similar running times as the base problems in some cases, although significant
novel ideas are required. For X being all cycles, we establish a 2poly(𝑘+ℓ ) ·𝑛O(1) algorithm using an
involved branching method, for example. Also, for X being all edges (i.e., 𝐻 = 𝐾2; this combines
Vertex Cover and Maximum Matching) the problem can be solved in time 2poly(tw) · 𝑛O(1) on
graphs of treewidth tw. The key step enabling this running time relies on a combinatorial bound
obtained from an algebraic (linear delta-matroid) representation of possible matchings.

1 Introduction

In the combinatorial optimization literature, many algorithmic problems can be classified into one of
two dual classes: either as a packing problem or as a hitting problem. In packing problems, the goal
is to find a large pairwise independent collection of objects of certain type. For example, one of the
most-studied problems, Maximum Matching, can be described as finding a pairwise vertex-disjoint
collection of at least ℓ edges. Network flow problems require finding a large collection of edge-disjoint
paths from 𝑠 to 𝑡 . More generally, one can define the X-Packing problem for any type X of objects. In
hitting problems (sometimes referred to as transversal or covering problems), the task is to find a small
set of elements that hits (i.e., intersects) every object of a certain type X. For example, the Vertex
Cover problem can be described as finding a set of at most 𝑘 vertices that intersect every edge (i.e.,
contains at least one endpoint of each edge). The minimum 𝑠-𝑡 cut problem can be interpreted as
finding a set of edges that intersects every 𝑠-𝑡 path. A quick note on terminology is in order here. The
name of a covering problem typically refers to the type of objects used to cover, rather than the type of
objects being covered. For example, Cycle Cover usually refers to the problem of covering the vertices
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1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
2.

14
92

7v
1 

 [
cs

.D
S]

  2
2 

Fe
b 

20
24



of the graph with few (not necessarily disjoint) cycles, and not the problem of hitting every cycle with
a small set of vertices (which is usually called Feedback Vertex Set). For this reason, we prefer to use
X-Hitting for the problem where the task is to find a set of elements or vertices that intersect every
object of type X.

There is a well-known duality phenomenon connecting hitting and packing problems. If there are
ℓ disjoint objects of type X, then clearly we need at least ℓ elements to hit every such object. In other
words, the optimum of X-Hitting is at least the optimum of X-Packing. For some type of objects
(such as edges in bipartite graphs and 𝑠-𝑡 paths), celebrated duality theorems demonstrate that there
is always equality between the two optimum values. These duality results and their variants underlie
many of the polynomial-time exact algorithms in combinatorial optimization. For problems where the
two optimum values do not coincide, it is natural to ask how large the gap can be. Erdős and Pósa [24]
showed that if ℓ is the maximum number of vertex-disjoint cycles, then all the cycles can be hit by a set
of 𝑘 = O(ℓ log ℓ) vertices. More generally, we say that a type X of objects has the Erdős–Pósa property
if the hitting optimum can be bounded by a function of the packing optimum. For example, it is known
that the Erdős–Pósa property holds for undirected cycles passing through a set 𝑆 [39, 67] or directed
cycles [71], but it does not hold for cycles of odd length [70].

In this paper, we study a different, algorithmic, question that connects hitting and packing prob-
lems. Let X be a type of objects in graphs, and consider the following problem. Given a graph 𝐺 and
integers 𝑘 and ℓ , the task is to find a set 𝑆 of at most 𝑘 vertices such that 𝐺 − 𝑆 does not contain ℓ dis-
joint copies of objects of type X. This unified formulation captures both X-Hitting and X-Packing
problems: for ℓ = 1, it asks if every object can be hit with 𝑘 vertices; for 𝑘 = 0, it asks whether it
is impossible to find ℓ disjoint objects. Therefore, X-HitPack is at least as hard as X-Hitting and
the complement of X-Packing. Note that deterministic algorithms, on which we focus in this paper,
always work for the complement of a problem as well. The main meta-question that we explore is how
hard such a combination of two problems may become:

If some type of algorithm exists for bothX-Hitting andX-Packing,
then is there such an algorithm for X-HitPack as well?

The main message of this paper is that the formulation of this question leads to a whole new
unexplored continent of interesting and challenging questions. As we shall see, in some settings the
combined problem is indeed strictly harder, while in other settings a qualitatively similar algorithm
can be obtained for the combined problem, albeit only after developing significantly more involved
techniques.

To make the problem statement more robust, we extend the problem by assuming that the input
graph contains a set 𝑈 of undeletable vertices and the solution 𝑆 has to be disjoint from 𝑈 . Such
undeletable vertices may be needed to express problems where the objectsX are, say, 𝑠-𝑡 paths or paths
between terminals, and we do not want to allow the deletion of terminals. Note that this generalization
makes our algorithmic results slightly stronger, while it makes the lower bound results sightly weaker.
Formally, for a type X of objects, the problem is defined as follows.

X-HitPack
Input: Graph 𝐺 , set𝑈 ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐺), integers 𝑘 and ℓ

Question: Is there a set 𝑆 ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐺) \𝑈 of size ≤ 𝑘 such that 𝐺 − 𝑆
does not contain ℓ vertex-disjoint objects of type X?

There are two ways of looking at theX-HitPack problem. It can be considered as aweaker version
of hitting: the solution does not have to destroy all sets in X, but up to ℓ disjoint sets are allowed to
survive in𝐺 − 𝑆 . An alternative view is to interpret it as a more stable version of packing. We have to
decide not only whether ℓ disjoint objects exist but whether the graph may lose this property even if
up to 𝑘 arbitrary vertices are removed. Such a robust version of packability is clearly desirable in many
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Figure 1.1: The areas of hitting and packing problems intersect in combinatorial duality and Erdős–
Pósa property results, and in the algorithmic study of combined hitting and packing problems.

situations, and the problem of detecting this property is precisely the complement of X-HitPack. Frei
et al. [31] recently initiated a systematic complexity study of a related stability notion, where a graph is
vertex-stable if some parameter cannot change upon deletion of a single vertex. OurX-HitPackmodels
an even more robust notion of stability, however, since multiple vertices may be deleted depending on
the input.

Returning to the overarching question how hardX-HitPackmay become compared toX-Hitting,
and X-Packing, let us start with examples where all of them are polynomial-time solvable. If X is
simply the set of edges of a bipartite graph, then the hitting problem (Vertex Cover) and the packing
problem (Maximum Matching) are both known to be polynomial-time solvable and the size of the
minimum vertex cover and the maximum matching are known to be the same. Let 𝑑 be this value. A
set of 𝑘 vertices can decrease the size of the maximum matching only by at most 𝑘 , thus the answer is
no if𝑑−𝑘 ≥ ℓ . Otherwise, if𝑑−𝑘 < ℓ , then deleting any 𝑘 vertices of a minimum vertex cover decreases
the size of a maximum matching by 𝑘 (as deleting 𝑑 − 𝑘 further vertices of the vertex cover decreases
this size to 0), showing that the answer is yes. This argument works for other objects where exact
duality theorems are known, for example for internally vertex-disjoint 𝑠-𝑡 paths (since the maximum
number of disjoint paths is equal to the minimum 𝑠-𝑡 separator).

In general, however, no such exact duality theorem is available. In such a case, X-Hitting and
X-Packing are two very different problems that may require different techniques. Then, solving X-
HitPackwould require combining the two solution techniques in a nontrivial way, and it verywell may
be the case that X-HitPack is a qualitatively harder problem that both X-Hitting and X-Packing.
Let us point out that one can explore different aspects of hardness (NP-hardness, exact running times,
parameterized complexity, approximation, etc.), thus already for one particular choice ofX, one can ask
many different question. This means that understanding theX-HitPack problem is a two-dimensional
question: one dimension is the choice of X and the other dimension is the notion of complexity. We
present two case studies (the objectsX being cycles of arbitrary size or subgraphs isomorphic to a fixed
graph 𝐻 ) and explore different aspects of the complexity of X-HitPack. See Table 1 for an overview
of our results.

Case Study 1: Cycles. Let us first consider the case when the type X of objects are the cycles in the
given graph 𝐺 . Thus, X-Hitting is exactly Feedback Vertex Set (the problem of deciding whether
there is a set 𝑆 of up to 𝑘 vertices such that 𝐺 − 𝑆 has no cycle), X-Packing is Cycle Packing (asking
whether are there ℓ vertex-disjoint cycles), and X-HitPack is the problem of asking if it is possible to
remove a set 𝑆 of 𝑘 (deletable) vertices such that the remaining graph does not contain ℓ vertex-disjoint
cycles.
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Feedback Vertex Set and Cycle Packing are both known to be NP-complete. As we have seen,
Cycle-HitPack generalizes both Feedback Vertex Set and the complement of Cycle Packing, thus
it is unlikely to be in NP. Indeed, a solution 𝑆 of size 𝑘 is not a good certificate, as it is hard to verify
due to the NP-hardness of Cycle Packing. We show that Cycle-HitPack is in fact located further up
in the polynomial hierarchy.
Theorem 1.1. [See page 61.] Cycle-HitPack is ΣP

2 -complete.

Another jump in complexity can be observed if we consider how the problems behave on graphs of
bounded treewidth. The study of parameterized algorithms and complexity on such graphs has been
a fruitful area of research, as many NP-hard problems become tractable when restricted to graphs
of small treewidth. In many cases, the problems are fixed-parameter tractable (FPT) parameterized by
treewidth: there is an algorithm solving the problem in time 𝑓 (tw) ·𝑛O(1) for some function 𝑓 . By now,
there is a strong understanding on how the complexity of different problems depend on the treewidth
of the graph, with a number of nontrivial algorithmic techniques and tight conditional lower bounds
appearing in the literature [9, 10, 15, 16, 18, 23, 26, 27, 40, 48, 49, 53, 59–61, 64, 65]. The function 𝑓 is
typically of the form 2poly(tw) , and we know of only a handful of problems where a double- or even
triple-exponential dependence on treewidth is necessary assuming the Exponential-Time Hypothesis
(ETH) [32, 47, 49, 59, 66]. One may see a pattern that problems at higher level of the polynomial hi-
erarchy may need more than exponential dependence on treewidth, but note that there are problems
in NP that need double-exponential dependence (metric dimension [32]) and there are #P-hard count-
ing problems1 that can be solved with single-exponential dependence [16, 26, 27, 60]. Both Feedback
Vertex Set and Cycle Packing can be solved in time 2poly(tw) ·𝑛O(1) (it is known that, assuming ETH,
the optimal dependence on treewidth is 2O(tw) and 2O(tw log tw) for the two problems, respectively).
Does Cycle-HitPack, the common generalization of the two problems, also admit an algorithm of this
running time? We answer this question in the negative: the dependence becomes double-exponential
on treewidth.
Theorem 1.2. [See page 46.] Cycle-HitPack can be solved in time 22O(tw log tw) · 𝑛O(1)

, where tw is the

treewidth of the input graph.

We complement this upper bound by a matching lower bound which not only proves the double-
exponential dependence for the larger parameter pathwidth but also that the additional logarithmic
factor cannot be avoided.
Theorem 1.3. [See page 77.] Assuming ETH, Cycle-HitPack has no 22𝑜 (pw log pw) · 𝑛O(1)

time algorithm,

where pw is the pathwidth of the input graph.

Feedback Vertex Set is known to be fixed-parameter tractable (FPT) parameterized by 𝑘 , in fact,
it can be solved in time 2O(𝑘 ) · 𝑛O(1) [11, 19, 34, 44]. Cycle Packing is FPT parameterized by ℓ , but
it is an open question whether there is a 2O(ℓ ) · 𝑛O(1) time algorithm: the current best algorithm has
running time 2O(ℓ log2 ℓ/log log ℓ ) [55]. As Cycle-HitPack is NP-hard for 𝑘 = 0 and also for ℓ = 1, the
natural parameter for the problem is 𝑝 B 𝑘 + ℓ .

We can try to use the following approach to show that Cycle-HitPack is FPT parameterized by
𝑝 . Suppose that the input graph 𝐺 has 𝑝 = 𝑘 + ℓ disjoint cycles. Then for every set 𝑆 of 𝑘 vertices,
the graph 𝐺 − 𝑆 has ℓ disjoint cycles, implying that 𝐺 is a no-instance of Cycle-HitPack. Therefore,
we can assume that 𝐺 has at most 𝑝 disjoint cycles. Then the Erdős–Pósa Theorem implies that 𝐺
has a feedback vertex set of size O(𝑝 log𝑝), which also implies that 𝐺 has treewidth O(𝑝 log𝑝). Now
we can try to use an algorithm for Cycle-HitPack parameterized by treewidth. However, in light of
Theorem 1.3, any such algorithm would give a running time with double-exponential dependence on
𝑝 . Can we improve this running time to 2poly(𝑝 ) · 𝑛O(1) , to qualitatively match the running times of
the Feedback Vertex Set and Cycle Packing algorithms? We show that this is indeed possible, and
hence we do not see such a drastic jump in complexity similar to the ΣP

2 -completeness of the problem
and the double-exponential dependence on treewidth.

1By Toda’s theorem [75], it is known that #P contains the entire polynomial hierarchy.
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Theorem 1.4. [See page 16.] Cycle-HitPack can be solved in time 2poly(𝑝 ) · 𝑛O(1)
(where 𝑝 B 𝑘 + ℓ).

The proof exploits that 𝐺 has a feedback vertex set 𝐹 of size O(𝑝 log𝑝). By a simple branching
argument, we assume that the solution 𝑆 is disjoint from 𝐹 . Then we interpret a packing of cycles as a
collection of paths connecting some neighbors of 𝐹 in the forest 𝐺 − 𝐹 . Our goal is to hit every such
collection of paths that would lead to a collection of ℓ cycles. With a branching algorithm, we collect
paths that have to be hit, until we can conclude that our collection of paths cannot be hit by 𝑘 vertices.

Case Study 2: 𝑯 -subgraphs. Next, let us consider the setting where the type X of objects are the
(not necessarily induced) subgraphs isomorphic to a fixed graph 𝐻 . Thus, 𝐻 -Hitting is the problem
of removing a set 𝑆 of 𝑘 vertices such that no subgraph isomorphic to𝐻 remains,𝐻 -Packing is finding
ℓ disjoint copies of 𝐻 as subgraphs, and 𝐻 -HitPack is the problem of removing a set 𝑆 of 𝑘 vertices
such that the remaining graph does not contain ℓ disjoint copies of 𝐻 .

For every fixed connected graph 𝐻 with at least 3 vertices, 𝐻 -Hitting [43] and 𝐻 -Packing [50]
are NP-complete. Similarly to the case of Cycle-HitPack, the 𝐻 -HitPack problem lies on the second
level of the polynomial hierarchy.

Theorem 1.5. [See page 61.] For any fixed connected graph 𝐻 with at least three vertices, 𝐻 -HitPack

is ΣP
2 -complete.

Similarly to Cycle-HitPack, we again see a jump to double-exponential dependency on treewidth
and pathwidth. For the case of general graphs𝐻 , we provide an algorithm whose running time asymp-
totically matches the one of the algorithm for Cycle-HitPack.

Theorem 1.6. [See page 35.] For any fixed connected graph 𝐻 , 𝐻 -HitPack can be solved in time

22O(tw log tw) · 𝑛O(1)
, where tw is the treewidth of the input graph.

In the case when 𝐻 is a clique, we exploit that we are only packing complete graphs which leads
to an improvement where we remove the logarithmic factor from the exponent.

Theorem 1.7. [See page 29.] For any fixed integer 𝑞 ≥ 2, 𝑞-Clique-HitPack can be solved in time

22O(tw) · 𝑛O(1)
, where tw is the treewidth of the input graph.

By designing the matching lower bound for Cycle-HitPack in such a way that the construction
already works for Sqare-HitPack, we obtain a matching lower bound for Sqare-HitPack.

Theorem 1.8. [See page 73.] Assuming ETH, Square-HitPack has no 22𝑜 (pw log pw) ·𝑛O(1)
time algorithm,

where pw is the pathwidth of the input graph.

For the case of general 𝐻 we provide a separate reduction. In contrast to the matching lower
bound for the case of Sqare-HitPack, we present a lower bound which is only matching for the case
of cliques as for cliques we provide an improved algorithm. For the case when𝐻 is neither a clique nor
a 𝐶4, it remains open to remove the logarithmic factor from the running time or to improve the lower
bound accordingly.

Theorem 1.9. [See page 66.] Assuming ETH, for any fixed connected graph𝐻 with at least three vertices,

𝐻 -HitPack has no 22𝑜 (pw) · 𝑛O(1)
time algorithm, where pw is the pathwidth of the input graph.

It is known that𝐻 -Hitting parameterized by 𝑘 and𝐻 -Packing parameterized by ℓ are both fixed-
parameter tractable (FPT), in fact, for fixed𝐻 , they can be solved in time 2O(𝑘 ) ·𝑛O(1) and 2O(ℓ ) ·𝑛O(1) ,
respectively. For 𝐻 -Hitting, this follows from a simple bounded-depth search tree algorithm, while
color coding [3] or representative set techniques [28] can be used for 𝐻 -Packing. There is an easy
bounded-tree search tree algorithm showing that 𝐻 -HitPack is FPT parameterized by 𝑝 B 𝑘 + ℓ .

Theorem 1.10. For any fixed graph 𝐻 that might be unconnected, 𝐻 -HitPack can be solved in time

2O(𝑝 log𝑝 ) · 𝑛O(1)
(where 𝑝 B 𝑘 + ℓ).
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Proof. First, we use the 2O(ℓ ) ·𝑛O(1) 𝐻 -Packing algorithm to find ℓ copies of𝐻 if they exist [3, 28]. The
solution 𝑆 has to contain at least one of the |𝑉 (𝐻 ) | · ℓ = O(ℓ) vertices of this packing. Thus, we can
branch on choosing one of these vertices, delete that vertex from the graph, and decrease our quota 𝑘
of deletions by one. We repeat this process until either 𝑘 = 0 or there are no ℓ disjoint copies of 𝐻 in
the graph.

This results in a search tree of size ℓO(𝑘 ) = 2O(𝑝 log𝑝 ) and thus, concludes the proof. □

We leave open the potentially challenging question of whether this running time of the algorithm
can be improved to 2O(𝑝 ) · 𝑛O(1) : none of the techniques used for 𝐻 -Hitting and 𝐻 -Packing seem
directly relevant for such improvement. In other words, it is easy to show that 𝐻 -HitPack is also FPT,
but whether quantitatively same FPT algorithms can be obtained for this more general problem is a far
from trivial question.

The Curious Case of Edge-HitPack. Let us consider now the case of 𝐻 -HitPack where 𝐻 con-
sists of only a single edge, i.e., 𝐻 = 𝐾2. Then Edge-Hitting is the NP-complete problem Vertex
Cover, while Edge-Packing is the polynomial-time solvableMaximum Matching problem. This im-
plies that, unlike in the cases where 𝐻 has at least 3 vertices, Edge-HitPack is in NP: given a solution
𝑆 , we can verify in polynomial time that 𝐺 − 𝑆 has no matching of size ℓ .

While we do not have a 2O(𝑘+ℓ ) · 𝑛O(1) time algorithm for 𝐻 -HitPack for general 𝐻 , we present a
very simple algorithm solving Edge-HitPack in time 3𝑘+ℓ · 𝑛O(1) . The algorithm essentially relies on
an augmenting-path argument, hence it gives no indication on how other 𝐻 -HitPack problems could
be solved with a similar running time.

Theorem 1.11. [See page 28.] Edge-HitPack can be solved in time 3𝑘+ℓ · 𝑛O(1)
.

Theorem 1.9 showed that double-exponential dependence on treewidth is needed to solve the 𝐻 -
HitPack problem when 𝐻 is connected and has at least 3 vertices, that is, already for the Triangle-
HitPack problem (we will also denote this problem as Triangle-HitPack). However, Edge-HitPack
can be solved with only exponential dependence on treewidth.

Theorem 1.12. [See page 33.] Edge-HitPack can be solved in time 2poly(tw) · 𝑛O(1)
, where tw is the

treewidth of the graph.

Let us give an intuitive explanation for this difference in running time between Edge-HitPack
and Triangle-HitPack. There is a well-understood methodology for designing algorithms on tree
decompositions: for each rooted subtree of the tree decomposition, we define a certain number of
subproblems, each asking for the existence of a certain class of partial solutions. The running time
typically depends on how many equivalence classes of partial solutions we need to consider. For ex-
ample, in the Triangle-Packing problem, the class of partial packings is described by the subset of
the bag that is covered by the packing, so there are 2poly(tw) different classes of partial solutions. For
the Triangle-Hitting problem, a partial solution is a set of vertices that destroys every triangle in a
rooted subtree of the tree decomposition, and its class is described by its intersection with the bag.

For the combination, Triangle-HitPack, a partial solution is a set of vertices that does not neces-
sarily destroy every triangle in the subtree of the tree decomposition, but may still leave some triangle
packings of size < ℓ in the graph. Therefore, a partial solution 𝑆 can be described by what kind of
triangle packings survive after deleting 𝑆 , that is, by describing which subsets of the bag can be cov-
ered/avoided by triangle packings of a certain size. This means that the class of a partial solution is
described by a set system over a bag of the decomposition. As the set systems arising this way can
be fairly arbitrary in the Triangle-HitPack problem, there are up to 22poly(tw) such set systems and
hence up to that many different classes of partial solutions. This is the intuitive reason why a double-
exponential dependence on treewidth is needed for the problem Triangle-HitPack.

In the case of Edge-HitPack, the set systems describing a partial solution show how the bag can be
covered bymatchings of a certain size. Such set systems have lots of structure and cannot be completely

6



Object X UB 𝑝 = 𝑘 + ℓ UB Treewidth LB Treewidth Completeness

Edge 3𝑝 Th. 1.11 2poly(tw) Th. 1.12 no 2𝑜 (tw) [52, Th. 1] NP [33, Th. 3.3]

Triangle
22O(tw)

Th. 1.7
ΣP
2 Th. 9.12

𝑞-Clique 2O(𝑝 log𝑝 ) Th. 1.10 no 22𝑜 (tw)
Th. 1.9

Conn. 𝐻 , 3+ vert.
22O(tw log tw)

Th. 1.6
ΣP
2 Th. 1.5

Square 2O(𝑝 log𝑝 ) Th. 1.4 no 22𝑜 (tw log tw)
Th. 1.8

Cycles 2poly(𝑝 ) Th. 1.4 22O(tw log tw)
Th. 1.2 no 22𝑜 (tw log tw)

Th. 1.9 ΣP
2 Th. 1.1

Table 1: An overview of the main results for X-HitPack. For ease of comparability, we omit the
common factor 𝑛O(1) from the FPT running times.

arbitrary; in particular, they are related to (delta)-matroids. Inspired by an argument ofWahlström [77],
we give a combinatorial bound showing that such set systems can be represented algebraically with
O(tw3) bits, hence there are at most 2O(tw3 ) different set systems that can arise. Interestingly, our proof
is not algorithmic, but it is sufficient to bound the running time of our algorithm. In fact, we have to
make no adjustment to the algorithm of Theorem 1.6 solving 𝐻 -HitPack when 𝐻 is a clique: the
algorithm was designed in a way that a combinatorial proof on the relevant set systems immediately
bounds the running time of the algorithm.

Discussion and Open Problems. We have initiated the study of a natural common generalization
of hitting problems and packing problems. Certain basic techniques for hitting and packing prob-
lems can be lifted to this generalization, but we have seen that the generalization can be significantly
harder and more challenging, requiring us to revisit classic problems from a new perspective. The
familiar landscape of hitting and packing problems with their known properties and well-established
techniques is replaced by a strange world where many of the known techniques are inapplicable, new
techniques have to be brought in, and the problem has to be approached with a completely different
mindset that takes into account the more complicated quantifier structure of the problem definition.

We have presented a selection of algorithmic results and lower bounds for X-HitPack problems,
but they probably just scratch the surface of a rich family of unexplored challenging problems. We list
a few open questions and potential research directions to stimulate further work in this area.

• Is there a 2O(𝑘+ℓ ) · 𝑛O(1) time algorithm for 𝐻 -HitPack for every fixed (connected) graph 𝐻?

• Is theX-HitPack problem FPT in 𝑘 and ℓ whereX are the odd cycles in the graph? Note that the
corresponding hitting problem Odd Cycle Transversal is well-known to be FPT by different
techniques [56, 69, 72], and Odd Cycle Packing is also FPT using an extension of graph minor
algorithms with parity conditions [41, 42].

• Is the X-HitPack problem FPT in 𝑘 and ℓ where X are the induced cycles of length at least 4
in the graph? The hitting problem Chordal Deletion [2, 12, 38, 57] and the packing problem
Chordless Cycle Packing [58] are both FPT.

• In general, one could explore if induced versions of the 𝐻 -HitPack problems are different com-
pared to the case when we are considering not necessarily induced subgraphs isomorphic to
𝐻 .

• We defined our framework in terms of removing vertices and vertex-disjoint packings, but one
could analogously study a problem defined by removing edges and edge-disjoint packings. This
setting may pose very different challenges compared to the problems studied in this paper.
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• A natural generalization of Cycle-HitPack is to consider the X-HitPack problem where X is
the set of all minor models of a fixed graph 𝐻 (Cycle-HitPack is equivalent to the case when
𝐻 is 𝐾3). Observe that if we denote by ℓ · 𝐻 the graph consisting of ℓ disjoint copies of 𝐻 , then
the X-HitPack problem defined for minor models of 𝐻 is equivalent to removing 𝑘 vertices
such that the resulting graph does not contain ℓ · 𝐻 as a minor. Problems of this form where
intensively studied [1, 25, 29]. Thus this gives a way of solving the problem for fixed 𝑘 , ℓ , and 𝐻 ,
but understanding the optimal form of the running time could be an interesting question. The
same problem can be studied also in the context of topological minors.

• One could ask how the Erdős-Pósa Property relates to the complexity of theX-HitPack problem,
but it is not obvious how to formulate this question in a way that leads to meaningful results.
Note first that for problems involving copies of a fixed graph𝐻 , the Erdős-Pósa Property trivially
holds (in some sense, this was implicitly used by the simple algorithm of Theorem 1.10). The
algorithm of Theorem 1.4 explicitly used the Erdős-Pósa Property for cycles as a starting step.
This might be a useful starting step in other cases where 𝐻 -minor models satisfy this property
(which is known to be the case exactly when 𝐻 is planar). However, note that the argument
sketched in the previous item works irrespective of whether 𝐻 -minor models satisfy the Erdős-
Pósa Property, although it may affect the running time.

• Tournaments (i.e., directed graphs with exactly one directed edge between any pair of vertices)
form a well-studied class of directed graphs where many hitting and packing problems are more
tractable compared to general directed graphs [4, 6, 7, 13, 14, 21, 30, 46, 54, 63, 68, 78]. Which of
these results generalize to the combined hitting and packing problem?

• Investigating the approximability of X-HitPack problems is another completely unexplored
area. The proper notion of approximation for these kind of problems seems to be the follow-
ing: if there is a solution 𝑆 of size 𝑘 such that 𝐺 − 𝑆 has no ℓ disjoint objects of type X, can we
find a set 𝑆 ′ of size at most 𝑐 · 𝑘 such that𝐺 − 𝑆 ′ has no 𝑐 · ℓ disjoint objects of type X. That is, it
this approximate sense, it is ok to find a somewhat larger set 𝑆 ′ that has the somewhat weaker
property that it prevents only packings of 𝑐 · ℓ disjoint objects.

2 Technical Overview

In this section, we give a brief overview of our results, highlighting themain technical ideas and putting
them in context. The remaining sections of the paper prove these results in the order presented below.
Note that, besides these individual technical contributions, it can be considered an equally important
conceptual contribution that we demonstrate that the combination of hitting and packing can lead to
a wide range of interesting and challenging problems.

2.1 Algorithmic Results

2poly(𝒌+ℓ ) · 𝒏O(1)
Time Algorithm for Cycle-HitPack. As noted earlier, we may assume in

this problem that the graph𝐺 has a feedback vertex set 𝐹 of size O((𝑘 + ℓ) poly(𝑘 + ℓ)), otherwise the
Erdős–Pósa Theorem implies that the answer is no. Instead of using the fact that this gives a bound
on the treewidth and trying to use a general algorithm parameterized by treewidth, we present an
algorithm with running time 2poly(𝑘+|𝐹 | ) · 𝑛O(1) where 𝐹 is a feedback vertex set.

With a standard branching step, we can guess which vertices of 𝐹 are in the solution, remove these
vertices from𝐺 , adjust 𝑘 appropriately, and then assume that the feedback vertex set 𝐹 is undeletable.
To sketch the main ideas of the proof, let us assume that𝐺−𝐹 is not only a forest, but every component
of𝐺 − 𝐹 is a path. If𝐶 is a cycle in𝐺 , then it contains at least one vertex of 𝐹 , and𝐶 − 𝐹 consists of one
or more (sub-)paths in𝐺 − 𝐹 . If a graph contains a packing of ℓ cycles, then we may assume that each
cycle is an induced cycle (this can be achieved by possibly shortening some cycles). If 𝐶 is an induced
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cycle, then every path 𝑃 of 𝐶 − 𝐹 is of the following form: 𝑃 goes from a neighbor of some 𝑓1 ∈ 𝐹 to a
neighbor of some 𝑓2 ∈ 𝐹 (possibly 𝑓1 = 𝑓2) such that the internal vertices of 𝑃 are adjacent to neither 𝑓1
nor 𝑓2. Let us call this a usable path.

Suppose that we have a packing of ℓ (induced) cycles in𝐺 . The solution has to contain a vertex of
a cycle𝐶 of this packing, that is, a vertex of one of the paths𝐶 − 𝐹 (as 𝐹 is undeletable). We branch on
choosing a cycle 𝐶 of the packing and choosing a path 𝑃 of 𝐶 − 𝐹 that is broken by the solution, but
we do not choose a vertex of 𝑃 . Instead, we put 𝑃 into a collection P of forbidden paths that need to
be broken by the solution. Then we find a packing of ℓ cycles that does not use any of the forbidden
paths. Such a collection can be found by branching on the number and type of paths in the packing
and then by a dynamic programming algorithm that scans paths in 𝐺 − 𝐹 in a left-to-right order and
tries to find disjoint paths of these types that are not on the forbidden list P. Once we have such a
collection, we once again branch on a path that has to be broken by the solution and put it into the
collection P. We repeat this procedure as long as we are able to find an appropriate packing.

If the algorithm is not able to find a packing of ℓ cycles that does not use any forbidden path, then
we need to check if there is a set of 𝑘 vertices that can break every forbidden path in P. This can
be done by a simple polynomial-time algorithm (find a minimum number of points covering a set of
intervals). If there is such a set 𝑆 , then it forms a solution; if there is no such set, then this is an incorrect
branch of the algorithm.

To bound the running time, we need to bound the depth of the search tree, that is, the number of
paths we put into the solution. The key observation is that a vertex 𝑣 can cover at most |𝐹 |2 different
usable paths. If 𝑣 covers a useful path 𝑃 from 𝑢1 to 𝑢2, then 𝑢1 should be the last vertex before 𝑣 that
is the neighbor of some 𝑓1 ∈ 𝐹 and 𝑢2 is the first vertex after 𝑣 that is the neighbor of some 𝑓2 ∈ 𝐹 .
Therefore, if |P | > 𝑘 |𝐹 |2, then surely there is no set 𝑆 of 𝑘 vertices intersecting all these paths. This
observation gives a poly(𝑘 + |𝐹 |) bound on the height of the search tree. As we branch into poly( |𝐹 |)
cases in each step, the claimed running time follows.

With additional work, this algorithmic idea can be extended to the case when𝐺 − 𝐹 is not a collec-
tion of paths, but a general forest. The situation becomes significantly more complicated due to high
degree vertices in the forest, paths with many branch nodes, and other issues, but the difficulties can
be overcome by additional layers of arguments (see Section 3 for details).

3𝒌+ℓ · 𝒏O(1)
Time Algorithm for Edge-HitPack. Let us sketch a very simple branching al-

gorithm. We measure our progress by 𝑘 + ℓ + 1− 𝜈 (𝐺 [𝑈 ]), where 𝜈 (𝐺 [𝑈 ]) is the size of the maximum
matching in the graph induced by the undeletable vertices. Let us find a maximum matching 𝑀 in
𝐺 [𝑈 ]. We have 𝜈 (𝐺 [𝑈 ]) < ℓ ≤ 𝜈 (𝐺), hence there is an augmenting path increasing the size of 𝑀 . Let
𝑢 and 𝑣 be the two endpoints of the augmenting path. We branch into three directions:

• 𝑢 is in the solution: remove 𝑢, decrease 𝑘 by one.

• 𝑣 is in the solution: remove 𝑣 , decrease 𝑘 by one.

• neither 𝑢 nor 𝑣 is in the solution: put 𝑢 and 𝑣 into𝑈 .

As the last branch strictly increases the size of the maximum matching in𝑈 , we can conclude that the
measure 𝑘 + ℓ + 1 − 𝜈 (𝐺 [𝑈 ]) strictly decreases in each branch, giving a bound of 𝑘 + ℓ on the depth of
the search tree.

22
O(tw)

·𝒏O(1)
TimeAlgorithm for𝑯 -HitPackWhen𝑯 Is a Clique. A typical way of design-

ing algorithms for bounded-treewidth graphs is the following. Let us recall the definition of tree decom-
positions. A tree decomposition of graph𝐺 is a rooted tree𝑇 with a collection {𝑋𝑡 ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐺) | 𝑡 ∈ 𝑉 (𝑇 )}
of sets called bags. The conditions for a tree decomposition are:

• For any vertex 𝑢 in 𝐺 , the nodes in 𝑇 with bags containing 𝑢 form a connected subtree of 𝑇 .

• For any edge 𝑢𝑣 in 𝐺 , there exists a node in 𝑇 with a bag containing both 𝑢 and 𝑣 .
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The width of a tree decomposition (𝑇, 𝐵) is max𝑡 ∈𝑉 (𝑇 ) |𝑋𝑡 | − 1. The treewidth tw of 𝐺 is the minimum
possible width of a tree decomposition. Pathwidth is defined similarly, with 𝑇 restricted to be a path.
We denote by𝑉𝑡 the set of vertices appearing in the bags of the nodes in the subtree rooted at some node
𝑡 . Similarly, we define𝐺𝑡 as the graph induced by the vertices or rather given by the edges introduced
in the subtree rooted at node 𝑡 .

For 𝐻 -HitPack, the solution 𝑆 has a part 𝑆 ∩𝑉𝑡 that somehow influences packings of cliques that
intersect 𝑉𝑡 . A key observation is that a clique 𝐾 is either fully contained in 𝑉𝑡 , or intersects only the
root bag 𝑋𝑡 , i.e., 𝐾 ∩𝑉𝑡 = 𝐾 ∩𝑋𝑡 . Based on this observation, we can argue that the effect of 𝑆 ∩𝑉𝑡 can
be described by the following information:

• The intersection 𝑆 ∩ 𝑋𝑡 .

• For every 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡 , the maximum size of a packing in 𝐺 [𝑉𝑡 \ 𝑆] − 𝐷 .

Note that if the maximum packing size in𝐺 [𝑉𝑡 \𝑆] is𝑚, then the maximum packing size in𝐺 [𝑉𝑡 \𝑆]−𝐷
is between𝑚−|𝐷 | and𝑚. Thus all the relevant information about 𝑆∩𝑉𝑡 can be described by the set 𝑆∩𝑋𝑡
(2tw+1 possibilities) and by a sequence of 2tw+1 integers between 0 and tw+1 ((tw+2)2tw+1 possibilities),
leading to a bound of 22O(tw) ·𝑛 different ways 𝑆∩𝑋𝑡 can behave. With this bound at hand, we can follow
the standard methodology of designing algorithms on tree decompositions: we define subproblems at
each node 𝑡 corresponding to the different behaviors of 𝑆 and solve these subproblems in a bottom-up
manner. The dominating factor of the running time is the number of subproblems at each node of the
tree decomposition, leading to a 22O(tw) · 𝑛O(1) time algorithm.

2poly(tw) ·𝒏O(1)
TimeAlgorithm forEdge-HitPack. When𝐻 is a single edge, we can improve

the running time the following way. As noted above, the behavior of the set 𝑆 ∩ 𝑉𝑡 can be described
by the set 𝑆 ∩ 𝑋𝑡 and by a function showing how the size of the maximum matching decreases if we
remove a subset 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡 , that is, by the function 𝑔(𝐷) = 𝜈 (𝐺 [𝑉𝑡 \ 𝑆]) − 𝜈 (𝐺 [𝑉𝑡 \ 𝑆] − 𝐷). Because
of the highly structured nature of the matching problem, this function cannot be arbitrary and can
be compactly described, hence the number of possibilities is much smaller than 22O(tw) . Let us first
consider the related function 𝑓 (𝐷), which is 0 or 1 depending on whether 𝐺 [𝑉𝑡 \ 𝑆] − 𝐷 has a perfect
matching or not. This function describes a so-called delta-matroid and has an algebraic representation
as a skew-symmetric matrix. Following a proof sketch2 of Wahlström [77], this matrix can be turned
into a representation with O(tw3) bits. Formally, in Section 6 we prove the following lemma.

Lemma 2.1. Let𝐺 be an 𝑛-vertex graph over a vertex set𝑉 ⊇ [𝑘] for some integer 𝑘 . Let 𝑓𝐺,𝑘 : 2[𝑘 ] → Z+
be the function defined by 𝑓𝐺,𝑘 (𝑆) = 𝜈 (𝐺 − 𝑆). For each 𝑘 and 𝑛, there are 𝑛 · 2O(𝑘3 )

functions 𝑓𝐺,𝑘 that

can arise this way.

Then a simple graph-theoretic construction can be used to compactly describe the function 𝑔 us-
ing the compact representation of the function 𝑓 . Interestingly, our proof of obtaining the algebraic
representation is not algorithmic, but it is sufficient for our purposes: the dynamic-programming al-
gorithm on the tree decomposition can be designed in a way that it needs only a combinatorial bound
on the number of different subproblems that has a solution in the current graph, but does not need to
be able to compute which subproblems have no solution in any graph. Therefore, the algorithm for
𝐻 -HitPack with 𝐻 being a clique does not need any modification at all to achieve this running time.

The crucial combinatorial insight that allows us to achieve O(tw3)-bits and prove Lemma 2.1 is the
following statement.

2The given proof sketch does not treat the question of what field to choose and the obvious way of handling this issue does
not lead to the claimed bound (as confirmed by the author). Our proof needs additional arguments to ensure the existence
of a representation over a suitable field.
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Lemma 2.2. Let 𝐺 be a graph over a vertex set 𝑉 ⊇ [𝑘] for some integer 𝑘 . Let us define the function

ℎ𝐺,𝑘 : 2[𝑘 ] → {0, 1} the following way:

ℎ𝐺,𝑘 (𝑆) =
{
1 if 𝐺 − 𝑆 has a perfect matching,

0 otherwise.

For each integer 𝑘 , the number of distinct functions ℎ𝐺,𝑘 is 2O(𝑘3 )
.

Note, that naively the number of such functions is double-exponential in 𝑘 . Now, we present the
proof of Lemma 2.2 and use algebraic tools, in particular, representation of linear delta-matroids and
multivariate polynomials over finite fields. For a field F, we denote by F[𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛] the ring of 𝑛-
variable polynomials with coefficients from F. We have to be careful to make a distinction between
the zero polynomial of F[𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛], which is the polynomial where every coefficient is zero, and a
vanishing polynomial over F, which is a polynomial that is 0 for every substitution of values from F to
the variables. For example, 𝑥 |F | − 𝑥 is a nonzero vanishing polynomial over the field F. The following
observation can be used to argue that some nonzero polynomial is not vanishing.

Observation 2.3. If 𝑃 ∈ F[𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛] is an 𝑛-variable polynomial over the field F and every variable 𝑥𝑖
has degree less than |F| in 𝑃 , then 𝑃 is a vanishing polynomial if and only if it is the zero polynomial.

The proof of Lemma 2.2 follows from the fact that polynomials 𝑃 ∈ F[𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛] where every
variable has degree less than F are in one-to-one correspondence with functions 𝑓 : F𝑛 → F. Indeed,
both sets have size exactly |F| |F |𝑛 and Lagrange interpolation shows that for any function 𝑓 : F𝑛 → F,
there is a corresponding polynomial where the degree of every variable is less than |F|.

Proof of Lemma 2.2. For notational convenience, let us assume that 𝑉 = [𝑛]. Let F be a field of size
2𝑘+2. Let 𝐴 be the Tutte matrix corresponding to 𝐺 , that is, an element 𝑎𝑖, 𝑗 is defined as

𝑎𝑖, 𝑗 B


𝑥𝑖, 𝑗 if 𝑖 and 𝑗 are adjacent and 𝑖 < 𝑗 ,
−𝑥𝑖, 𝑗 if 𝑖 and 𝑗 are adjacent and 𝑖 > 𝑗 ,
0 if 𝑖 and 𝑗 are not adjacent.

We consider each entry of𝐴 as an 𝑛2-variate polynomial from F[𝑥1,1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛,𝑛]. For𝑋 ⊆ [𝑛], we denote
by 𝐴[𝑋 ] the principal submatrix of 𝐴 corresponding to the rows and columns described by 𝑋 . It is
well known that 𝐺 [𝑋 ] has a perfect matching if and only if det(𝐴[𝑋 ]) is a nonzero polynomial. Let
us denote by 𝑆𝑐 the complement of 𝑆 , i.e., the set of rows/columns not indexed by 𝑆 . Thus for every
𝑆 ⊆ [𝑘], we have

𝐺 − 𝑆 has a perfect matching ⇔ det(𝐴[𝑆𝑐]) is nonzero (★)

Wewould like to obtain amatrix𝐴′ with the same property (★), but over F (so the elements of𝐴′ are
not polynomials). Let 𝑆1, . . . , 𝑆𝑡 be the subsets of [𝑘] such that𝐺−𝑆 has a perfect matching. For ℓ ∈ [𝑡],
the polynomial 𝑃ℓ = det(𝐴[𝑆𝑐ℓ ]) is a nonzero polynomial where every variable 𝑥𝑖, 𝑗 has degree at most 2
(as every variable appears at most twice in the Tutte matrix). The product 𝑃 =

∏𝑡
ℓ=1 𝑃ℓ is also a nonzero

polynomial (as F is a field, F[𝑥1,1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛,𝑛] is an integral domain) where every variable has degree at
most 2𝑡 ≤ 2 · 2𝑘 < |F|. Therefore, Observation 2.3 implies that 𝑃 is not vanishing. This means that
we can substitute values to the variables such that 𝑃 evaluates to a nonzero value, which also means
that every 𝑃ℓ is nonzero under this substitution. Let 𝐴′ be obtained from 𝐴 by this substitution. It is
easy to see that this matrix 𝐴′ over F has the desired property (★): if 𝑆 has no perfect matchings, then
det(𝐴′ [𝑆𝑐]) = 0 (as this already holds for 𝐴), while if 𝑆 has a perfect matching, then the determinant
is one of the polynomials 𝑃ℓ , and hence it evaluates to a nonzero value under the substitution.

Now we argue that we can obtain a 𝑘 × 𝑘 matrix 𝐴′′ that also has the property (★) Matrix 𝐴′

represents the set system X = {𝑋 | det(𝐴′ [𝑋 ]) ≠ 0} over [𝑛], which is known to be a delta-matroid.
The set system X′ = {𝑋 ∈ [𝑘] | 𝑋 ∪ ([𝑛] \ [𝑘]) ∈ X} is a set system over [𝑘], which is called the
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contraction of X. It is known (see, e.g., Wahlström [77]) that given some [𝑛] × [𝑛] matrix 𝐴′ over F
representing X, we can use algebraic operations to compute a 𝑘 × 𝑘 matrix 𝐴′′ representing X′. Now
we can verify that this matrix 𝐴′′ indeed satisfies property (★)

As 𝐴′′ has property (★) we can deduce from 𝐴′′ the value of the function 𝑓 for any 𝑆 ⊆ [𝑘]. As 𝐴′′

is an 𝑘 × 𝑘 matrix over a field of size 2𝑘+2, it can be described by 𝑘2(𝑘 + 2) bits. Therefore, O(𝑘3) bits
are sufficient to describe the function ℎ𝐺,𝑘 , that is, there are at most 2O(𝑘3 ) such functions. □

22
O(tw log tw)

· 𝒏O(1)
Time Algorithm for 𝑯 -HitPack for Arbitrary Connected 𝑯 . The dy-

namic programming approach becomes significantlymore complicated if we generalize it to𝐻 -HitPack
where 𝐻 is not a clique. The main issue is that now it is no longer true that in every packing every
copy of 𝐻 intersecting𝑉𝑡 is either fully contained in𝑉𝑡 or intersects𝑉𝑡 only in 𝑋𝑡 . As 𝐻 is not a clique,
it can be the case that a copy is split by 𝑋𝑡 (see Figure 2.1). Therefore, we need to argue about partial
packings in 𝑉𝑡 that may contain some partial copies of 𝐻 split by 𝑋𝑡 . When reasoning about such a
partial packing, we need to describe not only which vertices of 𝑋𝑡 the partial packing covers, but also
how the partial copies partition 𝑋𝑡 . We formalize this intuitive idea by the notion of types. The type of
a (partial) packing contains the following information:

• A set of those vertices in 𝑋𝑡 that are not covered by the packing including the vertices which are
deleted.

• A partition of the vertices in 𝑋𝑡 describing which vertices contribute to the same copy of 𝐻 .

• For each part of the partition, a mapping between the vertices of𝑋𝑡 and the vertices of the partial
copy of 𝐻 , so we can determine which vertices of 𝐻 have been packed and which vertices of 𝐻
still need to be packed.

Clearly there are at most 2tw+1 choices for the set of uncovered vertices. Since we consider a fixed
graph 𝐻 , the precise mapping for each of the at most tw + 1 parts can be described by |𝐻 |tw+1 possible
functions although involving a significant notational overhead in the formal description. However, the
partition of the vertices into the different parts dominates the number of possible types for which there
are twO(tw) possibilities for each node. Due to this larger number of types, the running time of the
algorithm involves an additional logarithmic factor which we avoid for the case when 𝐻 is a clique.

Similar to the algorithm when packing cliques, we also have to remember the size of the largest
packing for each type. As this number could potentially range from 0 to ℓ , a naive bound for the number
of possible states is ℓ twO(tw) which does not depend on the treewidth only. However, since each graph
𝐻 has only a fixed size, the packing number for two different types cannot differ by too much. Indeed,
the size of two optimal partial packings with different types can differ by at most O(|𝐻 | · tw) as each
partial packing of 𝐻 can “block” at most |𝐻 | vertices from being packed in the other packing. This
observation drastically reduces the number of states for each node to twtwO(tw) which then determines
the running time of the algorithm.

22
O(tw log tw)

· 𝒏O(1)
Time Algorithm for Cycle-HitPack. For the case of Cycle-HitPack the

situation is different from the cases before. Since we are not dealing with a fixed graph 𝐻 but an
infinitely sized family of graphs, we cannot decide a priori which graphs are packed where. However,
as we can exploit that all possible graphs must be cycles, we can still characterize the interaction with a
bag 𝑋𝑡 in a compact way. The main observation is that it does not matter in which cycle (i.e., of which
length) the vertices appear in a partial packing as we allow cycles of all possible lengths. Instead, it
suffices to classify the vertices of a bag 𝑋𝑡 into three groups which are “uncovered”, “covered with
one incident edge”, and “covered with two incident edges”. Despite this partition of the vertices is
possible, it is not sufficient to fully describe the behavior of a partial packing with a bag. We also have
to be able to recognize when adding a new edge to the packing would close a cycle. For this we need to
rememberwhich vertices (from the bag) appear in the same cycle. However, we do not have to store this
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𝑋𝑡

𝑉𝑡

Figure 2.1: If 𝐻 is not a clique (e.g., 𝐻 is a cycle on 5 vertices), then restricting a packing to 𝑉𝑡 may
result in partial copies of 𝐻 that contain vertices from 𝑉𝑡 \ 𝑋𝑡 . Therefore, the description of a partial
packing needs to include how these partial copies interact with 𝑋𝑡 .

information for all vertices in the bag but only for those vertices that are incident to exactly one edge
as only these vertices are eligible to obtain another edge. This information between the endpoints of
the partial cycles, i.e., paths, can be efficiently described by a perfect matching between these vertices.
Hence, the type of a partial cycle-packing is a four-tuple with the following information:

• A set of vertices that are not covered by the packing which includes the deleted vertices.

• A set of vertices that have one incident edge in the packing.

• A set with the remaining vertices which have two incident edges in the packing, that is, these
vertices are already fully covered.

• A perfect matching for the vertices with one incident edge abstracting the paths between the
endpoints.

When treating the perfect matching as a special form of a partition, the connection to the algorithm
for the general case become apparent; for general 𝐻 , the type also contains a partition of the vertices
describing which vertices appear in the same copy of 𝐻 . From this perspective it comes as no surprise
that for Cycle-HitPack the number of types is at most twO(tw) as well.

Similar to the algorithm for 𝐻 -HitPack when 𝐻 is one fixed graph, the interaction of a solution
with bag further includes the information of how many cycles can be packed for each possible type of
partial packing. Interestingly, when considering two different types, there is no obvious bound for the
difference in the number of packable cycles. However, if for some type the number of cycles that can
be packed is too low then there is no benefit in proceeding with this type. More formally, consider a
type 𝑇 where we can pack at least tw cycles less than for the optimal packing where no vertex of the
bag is covered. Even if all partial cycles for a packing of type 𝑇 could be closed, the total number of
cycles is still lower than for the packing where none of the vertices from the bag are covered. Hence,
proceeding with this type 𝑇 never results in a maximal packing and therefore, all packings that have
this specific type 𝑇 at this node can be discarded immediately.

With this observation it then follows that even forCycle-HitPack the total number of subproblems
at each node can be bounded by 22O(tw log tw) · 𝑛.

2.2 Lower Bounds

𝚺
P
2 -completeness of Triangle-HitPack. The containment in ΣP

2 for Triangle-HitPack is
clear, as we can guess the set of deleted vertices and use an NP-oracle to determine the size of the
maximum packing. To establish the ΣP

2 -hardness, we reduce from a special ΣP
2 -complete satisfiability

problem, the Smallest Unsatisfiable Subformula problem (SUS) [73, 76]. For SUS the input is a

13



CNF-formula 𝜑 together with a parameter 𝑘 and the task is to decide if there exists a collection of at
most 𝑘 clauses of 𝜑 (we refer to this as subformula) such that, for all assignments, the subformula is
not satisfied, i.e., the subformula is unsatisfiable. This “exists, for all” formulation of SUS already gives
a hint for the reduction to Triangle-HitPack.

We construct a graph consisting of clause gadgets, variable gadgets, and literal edges. Each of the
clause gadgets consist of a single triangle with a distinguished deletable vertex. The interpretation of
this vertex is as follows: if the vertex is deleted, then the clause is activated/selected, and otherwise,
the clause remains inactive (which we consider as the default state). Each variable gadget consists of
a cycle of triangles such that there are exactly two maximum triangle packings, one corresponding to
setting the variable to true and the other packing corresponding to setting the variable to false. As
a last component the graph contains literal edges which connect the variable gadgets to the clause
gadgets depending on the occurrence of the literals in the clauses. Intuitively the idea is that once the
distinguished vertex of a clause gadget is deleted, which corresponds to a selected clause, it should
not be possible to find a large packing as otherwise we could transform this packing (for the variable
gadgets) into an assignment which satisfies all selected clauses.

To strengthen the result, we prove the hardness for tripartite graphs by reducing from 3CNF-SUS
(the restriction of SUS to 3CNF-formulas), for which we also provide the ΣP

2 -completeness as, to our
knowledge, no proof appeared in the literature, although the completeness was claimed (see Section 9.1
for further discussion).

𝚺
P
2 -completeness of 𝑯 -HitPack. For connected graphs 𝐻 other than the triangle, the ΣP

2 -
completeness result can be obtained from Triangle-HitPack by a clean reduction. Kirkpatrick and
Hell [43] showed how to reduce a triangle packing problem to arbitrary 𝐻 -packing problems for con-
nected 𝐻 with at least 3 vertices. However, they considered the problem of finding a packing that
covers every vertex of the graph and the arguments do not readily work for problems where not every
vertex needs to be covered. Nevertheless, we show that with additional arguments and by extending
their construction, a reduction can be obtained from Triangle-HitPack to 𝐻 -HitPack, showing the
ΣP
2 -completeness of the latter problem.

𝚺
P
2 -completeness of Cycle-HitPack. This hardness proof is obtained by observing that in

the ΣP
2 -completeness proof of Triangle-HitPack, every cycle relevant for a packing is a triangle.

Double-exponential Lower Bounds for 𝑯 -HitPack Parameterized by Treewidth. We re-
duce from an instance of 3-SAT with 𝑛 variables and𝑚 clauses to achieve a double-exponential lower
bound by constructing a graph with pathwidth O(log𝑚). Although the starting point is again a 3CNF-
formula as for the ΣP

2 -hardness, the interpretation and the basic ideas differ because of the change in the
quantification. For SUS the task is to check if there exists a set of clauses such that, for all assignments to
the variables, the formula is not satisfiable. For 3-SAT the task is to check if there exists an assignment

for the variables such that for all clauses at least one literal of the clause is satisfied, i.e., for each clause
not all three literals are false. While as before, we use gadgets consisting of a long cycle with attached
triangles, the overall construction of how these gadgets interact is substantially different. The critical
difference to the ΣP

2 -hardness proof lies in the way we verify the satisfying assignment. Here, we do
not explicitly construct a different gadget for every clause as this would result in a construction with
treewidth linear in the number of clauses.

Our constructed instance comprises three parts, which we refer to as left, middle, and right. The
deleted vertices on the right correspond to a choice of the satisfying assignment. The left part consists
of the so-called selector gadgets. Each selector gadget models one bit of the binary encoding of some
clause. So, if there are 𝑚 clauses, we have roughly log𝑚 selector gadgets. For each selector gadget
we introduce three pairs of vertices in the middle. Intuitively, there are three pairs since each clause
contains three literals, and there are pairs to encode whether the bit corresponding to this selector
gadget is 0 or 1. Then a packing of the vertices on the left, i.e., a packing for the selector gadgets,
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𝑥3 = false

“0”

“1”

𝐶𝑥3,2,3𝐶𝑥2,2,2𝐶𝑥1,2,1

bit 1

𝑥3 = true𝑥2 = false 𝑥2 = true𝑥1 = false 𝑥1 = true

𝐶𝑥1,1,1 𝐶𝑥2,1,3 𝐶𝑥3,3,2

bit 0

Figure 2.2: An illustration of the construction for the double exponential lower bound for 𝐻 -HitPack.
The two topmost gadgets determine the clause number we consider. Each gadget 𝐶𝜆,𝑗,𝑝 at the bottom
encodes that literal 𝜆 appears in the 𝑗th clause at position 𝑝 . The hollow vertices indicate deleted
vertices representing an assignment.
The packing represented by the colored triangles represents the evaluation of the second clause that
is𝐶2 = (𝑥1 ∨𝑥2 ∨𝑥3), which is not satisfied by the chosen assignment of 𝑥1 = true and 𝑥2 = 𝑥3 = false.

can interact in𝑚 different ways with the O(log(𝑚)) vertices in the middle. Each of these possibilities
corresponds to a different selection of (the encoding of) a clause.

We verify the satisfying assignment by ensuring that no matter how we might choose a maximum
packing on the left (i.e., no matter which clause we look at), the maximum packing on the right is small.
This corresponds to verifying that each clause is satisfiable. A crucial difference to the ΣP

2 -hardness
proof lies in the fact that, here, the small packing is ensured by the variable gadgets (if a solution exists)
and not by the clause gadget.

The treewidth of the construction is O(log(𝑚)) since this is the number of vertices with which the
gadgets interact (and each gadget separately has constant treewidth).

Double-exponential Lower Bound for Sqare-HitPack andCycle-HitPack Parameter-

ized by Treewidth. We first prove the lower bound for Sqare-HitPack and then extend it to
Cycle-HitPack as follows. We define the reduction for Sqare-HitPack in a way such that whenever
a cycle packing P contains a large cycle of length at least five, then we can repack P to obtain a packing
P′ by replacing this large cycle with a𝐶4. This keeps the number of cycles the same (or might actually
increase it) while reducing the number of large cycles. Hence, the maximum possible cycle packing
only contains cycles of length four.

The basic high-level idea for the lower bound for Sqare-HitPack is similar to the previous one
for the general case. However, instead of having a middle part with O(log𝑚) vertices (which domi-
nates the pathwidth), we have to find a different way of encoding the clause numbers by only using
O(log𝑚/log log𝑚) vertices.

To make this possible, we have to change the way the gadgets on the left and right side interact
with the vertices in the middle. For the previous construction the gadgets only cover a single vertex
while the remaining part of the triangle is entirely contained either in the left or the right half. When
packing four-cycles we can change this and allow that those cycles which contain vertices in themiddle
have exactly one vertex on the left side and exactly one vertex on the right side. With this method,
the position of the cycle can be described by a matching for the vertices in the middle. The idea is to
introduce two groups of 𝑡 vertices each where 𝑡 ! ≈ 𝑚. Then there are 𝑡 ! possible perfect matchings
between the vertices from the first group and the vertices from the second group. With this it is possible
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to associate with each clause a unique perfect matching on these vertices. The gadgets on the left and
right side are then adjusted such that they connect each pair of vertices from the matching by a path
of length two.

Since choosing 𝑡 ≈ log𝑚/log log𝑚 satisfies the above property, there are O(log𝑚/log log𝑚) ver-
tices in the middle part which then determines the pathwidth of the graph.

3 Cycle-HitPack Parameterized by 𝒌 + ℓ

In this section we prove the following Theorem 1.4.

Theorem 1.4. Cycle-HitPack can be solved in time 2poly(𝑝 ) · 𝑛O(1)
(where 𝑝 B 𝑘 + ℓ).

Recall that an instance I = (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ) of Cycle-HitPack consists of a graph 𝐺 , a set 𝑈 ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐺)
of undeletable vertices, a budget 𝑘 for the number of vertices that can be deleted, and an integer ℓ as
a strict upper bound on the size of the cycle packing in the graph after removing the solution, that is,
the size of the cycle packing in the resulting graph can be only strictly smaller than ℓ .

We will make use of a known close relationship between the parameter 𝑘 + ℓ and the feedback
vertex set size of 𝐺 .

Step 0: From 𝒌+ℓ to Feedback Vertex Sets. The main work of this section is to show the following
result.

Theorem 3.1. An instance (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ) of Cycle-HitPack given with a feedback vertex set 𝐹 of the 𝑛-

vertex graph 𝐺 can be solved in time 2poly( |𝐹 |+𝑘 ) · 𝑛O(1)
.

With Theorem 3.1 in hand, it is then straight-forward to prove Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. From the Erdős–Pósa Theorem [24], either𝐺 has 𝑘 +ℓ vertex-disjoint cycles, or it
has a feedback vertex set of size O((𝑘 + ℓ) log(𝑘 + ℓ)). In particular, from [20, Theorem 2.3.2], if the size
of a minimum feedback vertex set in𝐺 is larger than 𝑘∗ = 4(𝑘+ℓ) (log(𝑘+ℓ)+log log(𝑘+ℓ)+4)+𝑘+ℓ−1,
then𝐺 has at least 𝑘 + ℓ vertex disjoint cycles. Using the 2O(𝑘∗ ) ·𝑛O(1) algorithm for finding a feedback
vertex set of size at most 𝑘∗ [44], we can compute such a feedback vertex set, or otherwise conclude
that 𝐺 has at least (𝑘 + ℓ) vertex-disjoint cycles.

If the algorithm computes a feedback vertex set 𝐹 of size at most 𝑘∗ then, by Theorem 3.1, we can
obtain a solution for the instance (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ) in total time

2poly(𝑘∗+𝑘 ) · 𝑛O(1) = 2poly(𝑘+ℓ ) · 𝑛O(1) .

Otherwise, there are (𝑘 + ℓ) disjoint cycles in𝐺 . Then (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ) is a No-instance (as deleting any set
of at most 𝑘 vertices results in a graph which contains at least ℓ vertex-disjoint cycles). □

So it remains to prove Theorem 3.1. To shorten notation, from now on, whenever we consider
an instance (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ) of Cycle-HitPack that is given with a feedback vertex set 𝐹 of 𝐺 , we will use
(𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ) to denote this instance. Suppose we are given an instance I = (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ) of Cycle-
HitPack. The idea behind the algorithm is as follows.

1. We guess the intersection of the solution with the feedback vertex set 𝐹 . The intersection is then
removed and the remaining vertices from the feedback vertex set are made undeletable.

2. We reduce the degree of the instance such that it is bounded in terms of 𝑘 and |𝐹 |. For this we
first mark parts of the graph that should not be removed and then iteratively delete parts that
are not marked. This marking procedure ensures that for all possible solutions there is a way to
tweak the cycle packing to avoid the deleted vertices by only using vertices from the parts that
have been marked.
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3. We introduce the notion of usable paths and cycles and show that it suffices to rule out large
cycle packings that consists of usable cycles only.

4. We use a branching procedure to generate instances of a simpler problem where we only have
to hit paths from a given candidate set by the solution. We design the candidate sets in a way
such that the equivalence to the original instance is preserved.

5. For each such candidate set of paths we check whether there is a set of deletable vertices such
that every path that should be hit is indeed hit. That is, we solve the easier problem and therefore,
solve the original problem.

Based on this high-level overview of the algorithm we now formalize the individual steps of the
algorithm.

Step 1: Making the Feedback Vertex Set Undeletable. In the first step, the algorithm guesses the
intersection of an optimal solution with the set 𝐹 . For each such guess 𝐹 ′ ⊆ 𝐹 , the algorithm creates a
new instance (𝐺 − 𝐹 ′, 𝐹 \ 𝐹 ′,𝑈 ∪ (𝐹 \ 𝐹 ′), 𝑘 − |𝐹 ′ |, ℓ). The following result immediately follows.

Lemma 3.2. The instance (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ) is a Yes-instance of Cycle-HitPack, if and only if there is some

𝐹 ′ ⊆ 𝐹 such that (𝐺 − 𝐹 ′,𝑈 ∪ (𝐹 \ 𝐹 ′), 𝐹 \ 𝐹 ′, 𝑘 − |𝐹 ′ |, ℓ) is a Yes-instance.

The rest of the algorithm solves each of these 2 |𝐹 | instances and reports Yes if at least one of these
instances reports Yes. Therefore, for the remaining section we assume that the instance (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ)
satisfies 𝐹 ⊆ 𝑈 , that is, the vertices in 𝐹 are undeletable.

Some Useful Notation. Before we proceed, we first introduce some notations. For each 𝑖 ∈ 𝐹 , we
denote by 𝑁𝑖 the set of neighbors of 𝑖 in𝐺 − 𝐹 . Note that every cycle of𝐺 intersects 𝐹 . We denote the
forest 𝐺 − 𝐹 by 𝐺 ′.

Let C be a cycle packing in𝐺 . For a cycle𝐶 ∈ C and a sub-path 𝑃1 of𝐶 such that𝑉 (𝑃1) ⊊ 𝑉 (𝐶), by
C \ 𝑃1, we denote the set of subgraphs obtained from C by replacing the cycle 𝐶 with the path 𝐶 − 𝑃1.
By𝑉 (C \𝑃1) we denote the vertex set of C \𝑃1. Let𝑢0, 𝑣0 be the endpoints of𝐶 −𝑃1 and let𝑢1, 𝑣1 be the
endpoints of 𝑃1. Let 𝑃2 be a path with endpoints 𝑢2, 𝑣2 such that 𝑉 (𝑃2) ∩𝑉 (C \ 𝑃1) = ∅ and 𝑢0𝑢2 and
𝑣0𝑣2 are edges of 𝐺 . By (C \ 𝑃1) ∪ 𝑃2 we denote the cycle packing obtained from C \ 𝑃1 by replacing
the path 𝐶 − 𝑃1 with the cycle formed by 𝐶 − 𝑃1 together with 𝑃2 and the edges 𝑢0𝑢2 and 𝑣0𝑣2.

For any cycle packing C of𝐺 , the𝐺 ′
-paths of C are the paths obtained by deleting 𝐹 from the cycles

of C. Since 𝐹 is a feedback vertex set of𝐺 , we have |C| ≤ |𝐹 |. As deleting one vertex of 𝐹 increases the
number of paths (obtained from C) by at most one, we get the following observation, which we use
frequently.

Observation 3.3. Let C be a cycle packing of 𝐺 . Then the number of 𝐺 ′
-paths of C is at most |𝐹 |.

For a graph 𝐺 and two vertex sets 𝑋,𝑌 ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐺), an (𝑋,𝑌 )-path in 𝐺 is a path from some 𝑥 ∈ 𝑋
to some 𝑦 ∈ 𝑌 ; that is, one endpoint belongs to 𝑋 and the other endpoint belongs to 𝑌 . To simplify
notation we also say that a ({𝑢}, {𝑣})-path in 𝐺 is a (𝑢, 𝑣)-path in 𝐺 , that is, a path with the two
endpoints 𝑢 and 𝑣 . In the following, when referring to an (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-path 𝑃 we also implicitly require
that 𝑉 (𝑃) ∩ 𝐹 = ∅.

We say that a path 𝑃 is contained in a tree 𝑇 if 𝑉 (𝑃) ⊆ 𝑉 (𝑇 ). Similarly, we say that a cycle 𝐶
contains a path 𝑃 if 𝑉 (𝑃) ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐶).

Step 2: Bounding the Degree of 𝑮′
. As a next step we prove a bound on the degree of the vertices.

To this end, we design a procedure to modify the given instance until the resulting instance has low
degree, that is, the largest degree is at most O(|𝐹 |3 + 𝑘 |𝐹 |2). Formally, we set

Υ B |𝐹 |3 + (𝑘 + 3) |𝐹 |2 + (𝑘 + 2) |𝐹 | (3.1)
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and then remove vertices from the instance until the maximum degree of 𝐺 ′ it at most Υ. We say that
an instance is of low degree with respect to Υ if, for all 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐺 ′), it holds that deg𝐺 ′ (𝑣) ≤ Υ.

Lemma 3.4. Let I = (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ) be an instance of Cycle-HitPack with 𝐹 ⊆ 𝑈 . In time O(poly( |𝐺 |)
we can construct an equivalent instance I1 = (𝐺1,𝑈1, 𝐹 , 𝑘, ℓ) of low degree with respect to Υ, i.e., for all
𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐺1) \ 𝐹 , the new graph 𝐺1 satisfies deg𝐺1−𝐹 (𝑣) ≤ Υ, and 𝐸 (𝐺1) ⊆ 𝐸 (𝐺) and 𝐹 ⊆ 𝑈1 ⊆ 𝑈 .

Proof. Consider an arbitrary vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐺 ′) such that deg𝐺 ′ (𝑣) ≥ Υ + 1. Let 𝑇 be the tree of 𝐺 ′

containing 𝑣 and root𝑇 at 𝑣 . For all neighbors 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁𝐺 ′ (𝑣) of 𝑣 , we denote by𝑇𝑢 the subtree of𝑇 rooted
at the vertex 𝑢. We perform the followingMarking Procedure to mark certain subtrees rooted at the
children of 𝑣 .

1. Initially, all trees in {𝑇𝑢 | 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣)} are unmarked.

2. For every pair (𝑖, 𝑗) ∈ 𝐹 × 𝐹 , repeat the following. If there are at least 𝑘 + |𝐹 | + 2 unmarked
trees in {𝑇𝑢 | 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁𝐺 ′ (𝑣)} each of which contains an (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-path, then mark an arbitrary set
of 𝑘 + |𝐹 | + 2 of them; otherwise, mark all of them.
Once this marking step is performed for every pair (𝑖, 𝑗) ∈ 𝐹 × 𝐹 (or if all trees rooted at the
children of 𝑣 are already marked), we continue marking the remaining unmarked trees in the
following step.

3. For every 𝑖 ∈ 𝐹 , if there are at least 𝑘 + |𝐹 | + 2 unmarked trees in {𝑇𝑢 | 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁𝐺 ′ (𝑣)} that contain
some vertex of 𝑁𝑖 , then mark an arbitrary set of 𝑘 + |𝐹 | + 2 of them; otherwise, mark all of them.

Observe that the number of marked trees is at most

|𝐹 |2(𝑘 + |𝐹 | + 2) + |𝐹 | (𝑘 + |𝐹 | + 2) = |𝐹 |3 + (𝑘 + 3) |𝐹 |2 + (𝑘 + 2) |𝐹 | = Υ.

Claim 3.5. Let𝑇𝑥 be an unmarked tree in the set {𝑇𝑢 | 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁𝐺 ′ (𝑣)}. Pick an arbitrary leaf𝑤 of𝑇𝑥 . Then

the original instance I is equivalent to the reduced instance I′ = (𝐺 − {𝑤},𝑈 \ {𝑤}, 𝐹 , 𝑘, ℓ).

Proof of Claim. If 𝑆 ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐺)\𝑈 is a solution to the input instance (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ), then 𝑆\{𝑤} is a solution
to the instance (𝐺 − {𝑤},𝑈 \ {𝑤}, 𝐹 , 𝑘, ℓ). This proves the forward direction of the equivalence.

We now prove the backward direction. Let 𝑆 ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐺) \{𝑤} be a solution of the reduced instance I′.
For the sake of a contradiction, assume there is a cycle packing C in𝐺 −𝑆 of size at least ℓ . This implies
that there must be a cycle 𝐶 ∈ C which contains 𝑤 . Since 𝐹 is a feedback vertex set, it intersects all
cycles and hence, there exist 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ 𝐹 (where 𝑖 could be the same as 𝑗 ) such that𝐶 contains an (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-
path. Moreover, there is an (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-path 𝑃 in 𝐶 that is also contained in 𝑇 and goes through 𝑤 and
therefore, intersects 𝑇𝑥 (as 𝑇 is rooted at 𝑣 and 𝑥 is a neighbor of 𝑣).

In the followingwe prove that (due to themarking procedure), we can replace the path 𝑃 by another
path 𝑄 that does not use 𝑤 . For this we argue that there is at least one marked tree 𝑇𝑢 for some
𝑢 ∈ 𝑁𝐺 ′ (𝑣) that does not intersect with the given cycle cover of the set 𝑆 . We distinguish two cases
depending on whether the path 𝑃 is entirely contained in 𝑇𝑥 or also goes through 𝑣 .

To simplify notation we set T B {𝑇𝑢 | 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁𝐺 ′ (𝑣)} in the following.

Case 1. The path 𝑃 is contained in 𝑇𝑥 , that is, 𝑉 (𝑃) ⊆ 𝑉 (𝑇𝑥 ). By the Marking Procedure and the
fact that 𝑇𝑥 is unmarked, there are 𝑘 + |𝐹 | + 2 trees in T , denote this set by T0, that have been
marked for the pair (𝑖, 𝑗) ∈ 𝐹 × 𝐹 .
Note that at most 𝑘 trees in T0 are hit by 𝑆 . Let T1 denote the set of the trees in T0 that are not
hit by 𝑆 . From the size bound on 𝑆 , we directly get that |T1 | ≥ |T0 | − 𝑘 ≥ |𝐹 | + 2.
For the next step, let P be the set of𝐺 ′-paths of C. Let T2 be the set of trees from T1 that do not
intersect a path from P. Suppose that a path𝑄 of P goes through 𝑣 . In this case𝑄 can intersect
up to two trees in T1. Since the paths of P are vertex-disjoint, each path in P \ {𝑄} can intersect
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at most one tree in T1. By Observation 3.3, we know that the number of𝐺 ′-paths of C is at most
|𝐹 |. Hence, the size of T2 is at least |T1 | − (|𝐹 | + 1) ≥ 1. So, let 𝑇𝑦 be an arbitrary tree in T2.
Since𝑇𝑦 wasmarked for the pair (𝑖, 𝑗) by the aboveMarking Procedure, it contains an (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-
path 𝑃 ′ which is disjoint from C \ 𝑃 and the solution 𝑆 . Therefore, (C \ 𝑃) ∪ 𝑃 ′ forms a cycle
packing of size at least ℓ in (𝐺 − {𝑤}) − 𝑆 . But this immediately contradicts our assumption that
𝑆 is a solution for the instance I′.

Case 2. The path 𝑃 passes through both 𝑣 and 𝑤 . Without loss of generality, we can assume that 𝑃
ends in 𝑇𝑥 at some vertex of 𝑁𝑖 .
By the Marking Procedure there are at least 𝑘 + |𝐹 | + 2 marked trees in T that contain some
vertex of 𝑁𝑖 . Denote this set of trees by T0.
At most 𝑘 trees in T0 are intersected by the solution 𝑆 . Moreover, at most |𝐹 | trees in T0 are
intersected by C (recall that 𝑃 also intersects 𝑇𝑥 which is not marked). Let T1 be the set of the
remaining trees in T0. We directly get that |T1 | ≥ |T0 | − 𝑘 − |𝐹 | ≥ 2. From the size bound on T1,
we get that there is at least one tree in T1, say𝑇𝑦 , that is disjoint from C and 𝑆 and contains some
vertex of 𝑁𝑖 .
Denote the unique (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑦)-path from a neighbor of 𝑖 to 𝑦 by 𝑃1. Let 𝑃0 be the subpath of 𝑃 from
𝑤 to 𝑥 in the tree 𝑇𝑥 . Since 𝑃1 is disjoint from 𝑆 and C, we can use 𝑃1 to replace the path 𝑃0
in the cycle packing. Formally, (C \ 𝑃0) ∪ 𝑃1 is a cycle packing of size at least ℓ in the reduced
graph after deleting the solution 𝑆 . But this immediately contradicts our assumption that 𝑆 is a
solution. ⊳

After applying the above Marking Procedure and Claim 3.5 for all vertices of high degree ex-
haustively, the instance satisfies deg𝐺 ′ (𝑣) ≤ Υ for every 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐺 ′).

It remains to prove the running time of the above procedure. As for each vertex the procedure runs
in time polynomial in the size of the graph, the stated runtime directly follows. □

Step 3: Usable Paths and Cycle Packings. As a next step we define the notion of usable paths and
usable cycle packings. We then show that it is enough to restrict our attention to usable cycle packings
(and not care about other cycle packings). This notion is crucial to bound the depth of the branching
tree that we describe a little later.

For any 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ 𝐹 (where 𝑖 could be the same as 𝑗 ), we denote by𝐺𝑖, 𝑗 the sub-forest of𝐺 ′ obtained as
follows: repeatedly delete leaves that do not belong to 𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 from 𝐺 ′ until all leaves are contained
in 𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 .

For any two vertices 𝑢, 𝑣 ∈ 𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 , we define dist𝑖, 𝑗≥3(𝑢, 𝑣) as the number of internal vertices on
the unique (𝑢, 𝑣)-path in 𝐺𝑖, 𝑗 whose degrees are at least 3 in 𝐺𝑖, 𝑗 . If there is no (𝑢, 𝑣)-path in 𝐺𝑖, 𝑗 , we
define dist𝑖, 𝑗≥3(𝑢, 𝑣) = +∞.

Definition 3.6 (Usable Paths and Cycle Packings). For any two vertices 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ 𝐹 (𝑖 = 𝑗 is allowed), an

(𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-path 𝑃 from 𝑢 to 𝑣 is called usable if the following three conditions hold:

(i) path 𝑃 is contained in 𝐺𝑖, 𝑗 ,

(ii) path 𝑃 is a minimal (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-path, meaning no subpath of 𝑃 of length less than |𝑃 | is an (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-
path, an (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁𝑖)-path, or an (𝑁 𝑗 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-path, and

(iii) dist𝑖, 𝑗≥3(𝑢, 𝑣) ≤ |𝐹 | + 1.

We say that a cycle packing C is usable if all its 𝐺 ′
-paths are usable.

With this definition we prove as a next step that it suffices to focus on usable cycle packings only.
Hence, all other cycle packings can be ignored.
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Lemma 3.7. If a graph 𝐺 with a feedback vertex set 𝐹 has a cycle packing of size ℓ , then 𝐺 has a usable
cycle packing of size ℓ .

Proof. Let C be a cycle packing in𝐺 of size ℓ such that the number of𝐺 ′-paths of C that are not usable
is minimized. Let 𝑃 be a𝐺 ′-path of C which is not a usable path and let 𝑢 and 𝑣 be the endpoints of 𝑃 .
Let 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ 𝐹 be the neighbors of 𝑢, 𝑣 such that the cycle of C that contains 𝑃 also contains the edges 𝑢𝑖
and 𝑣 𝑗 . This especially implies that 𝑃 is an (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-path in 𝐺 ′.

If 𝑃 is not a minimal (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-path, then let 𝑃 ′ be a subpath of 𝑃 that is a minimal (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-path
(minimal (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁𝑖)-path or (𝑁 𝑗 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-path). Hence, C′ = (C \ 𝑃) ∪ 𝑃 ′ is also a cycle packing of size ℓ in
𝐺 . Therefore, we can assume that all 𝐺 ′-paths of C are minimal.

Next we assume that 𝑃 is a minimal (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-path and that dist𝑖, 𝑗≥3(𝑢, 𝑣) ≥ |𝐹 | + 2. Let 𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥 |𝐹 |+1
be the internal vertices of 𝑃 traversed from 𝑢 in order such that each of them is a vertex of degree at
least 3 in𝐺𝑖, 𝑗 . For all 𝑞 ∈ [|𝐹 | + 1], we define the unique tree𝑇 (𝑞) as the tree in𝐺𝑖, 𝑗 − 𝐸 (𝑃) containing
𝑥𝑞 . From Observation 3.3, we know that C contains at most |𝐹 | distinct 𝐺 ′-paths. Hence, there exists
some 𝑞0 ∈ [|𝐹 | + 1] such that 𝑇 (𝑞0) \ {𝑥𝑞0} does not intersect C. Moreover, since 𝑥𝑞0 is a vertex of
degree at least 3 in 𝐺𝑖, 𝑗 , tree 𝑇 (𝑞0) contains at least one vertex from 𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 .

Now we distinguish two cases depending on how many vertices from 𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 appear in 𝑇 (𝑞0).

One vertex from 𝑵𝒊 ∪ 𝑵𝒋 appears in 𝑻 (𝒒0). Formally, we have that |𝑉 (𝑇 (𝑞0)) ∩ (𝑁𝑖 ∪𝑁 𝑗 ) | = 1. Let
𝑤 be this vertex, that is,𝑤 is the leaf of 𝑇 (𝑞).
In this case 𝑇 (𝑞0) is a path in 𝐺𝑖, 𝑗 and let 𝑃 ′ be the unique (𝑢,𝑤)-path in 𝐺𝑖, 𝑗 (and thus in 𝐺 ′).
By assumption about 𝑢 and 𝑣 , we get that dist𝑖, 𝑗≥3(𝑢,𝑤) ≤ |𝐹 | + 1 and 𝑃 ′ is a usable path.
In conclusion we get that C′ = (C \ 𝑃) ∪ 𝑃 ′ is also a cycle packing of size ℓ in 𝐺 .

Multiple vertices from 𝑵𝒊 ∪ 𝑵𝒋 appear in 𝑻 (𝒒0). In this casewe formally get that |𝑉 (𝑇 (𝑞0))∩(𝑁𝑖∪
𝑁 𝑗 ) | ≥ 2. Let 𝑢′ and 𝑣 ′ be two distinct vertices in 𝑇 (𝑞0) such that they are also contained in
𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 . Moreover, we require that the unique path 𝑃 ′ from 𝑢′ to 𝑣 ′ does not contain any other
vertex from𝑁𝑖∪𝑁 𝑗 . Since𝑇 (𝑞0) is either a path or a treewith at least two leaves and, by definition
of 𝐺𝑖, 𝑗 , all leaves belong to 𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 , we can choose 𝑢′ and 𝑣 ′ such that dist𝑖, 𝑗≥3(𝑢′, 𝑣 ′) ≤ 1.
We get that C′ = (C \𝑃) ∪𝑃 ′ is also a cycle packing of size ℓ in𝐺 or C′ contains a cycle packing
of size ℓ (after removing the path from 𝑖 to 𝑗 ) in case 𝑢′, 𝑣 ′ ∈ 𝑁𝑖 or 𝑢′, 𝑣 ′ ∈ 𝑁 𝑗 (note that a path
starting from 𝑖 and ending with 𝑖 is also a cycle).

In both of the above cases, we get a cycle packing of size ℓ with strictly larger number of usable
𝐺 ′-paths. This contradicts the choice of C and thus, completes the proof for the lemma. □

Rich Pairs and a Bound for the Number of Usable Paths. For all 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ 𝐹 , we bound the
number of usable (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-paths that are hit by a fixed vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝐺 ′ by some value Γ or prove that
this pair is rich. We say that a pair (𝑖, 𝑗) ∈ 𝐹 × 𝐹 is a rich pair if, for any cycle packing C of 𝐺 , there
are at least 𝑘 + 1 vertex-disjoint (𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 , 𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 )-paths in 𝐺 ′ that are disjoint from C.

We show that, if a pair (𝑖, 𝑗) is not rich, then Γ is the maximum number of usable (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-paths
that can be hit by any fixed vertex, where we define Γ as

Γ B (Υ(2|𝐹 | + 𝑘) ( |𝐹 | + 3))2 . (3.2)

This bound is the key property to obtain a small depth of the branching tree of the branching
procedure that we describe later. See Figure 3.1 for an illustration of Lemma 3.8.

Lemma 3.8. Let𝐺 be a graph of low degree with regard to Υ. For all 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐺 ′) and 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ 𝐹 , either (𝑖, 𝑗)
is a rich pair, or the number of usable (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-paths that are hit by 𝑣 , i.e., intersected by vertex 𝑣 , is at

most Γ.

20



𝑣
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𝑖 𝑗 𝑖

𝑗 𝑗 𝑖 𝑗 𝑖

Figure 3.1: An illustration from the proof of Lemma 3.8. The four highlighted paths at the bottom
belong to the assumed maximal collection P. For convenience, we use 𝑖 and 𝑗 to denote the neighbors
of vertex 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ 𝐹 respectively. The nodes with diamond shape belong to 𝐴 =

⋃
𝑃∈P 𝐴𝑃 , and after

removing these nodes, there is one component which has more than one leaf (appearing in the box).
Then, we can add the highlighted path in this box to P and thus, strictly increase the size of P.

Proof. Fix some vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐺 ′), some 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ 𝐹 and let𝑇𝑣 be the tree of𝐺𝑖, 𝑗 that contains 𝑣 . We define
𝑇 as a maximal subtree of 𝑇𝑣 containing 𝑣 such that every (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-path contained in 𝑇 is usable and
every leaf of 𝑇 is in 𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 . We root 𝑇 at 𝑣 . Observe that the vertices of 𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 appear only at the
leaves of 𝑇 , as otherwise some (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-paths in 𝑇 would not be minimal (and thus not usable).

From the definition of usable paths, it follows that every usable (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-path in 𝐺 ′ that is hit by
𝑣 has its endpoints in the set (𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 ) ∩ 𝑉 (𝑇 ), which is precisely the set of leaves of 𝑇 . Hence, the
number of usable (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-paths hit by 𝑣 is at most | (𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 ) ∩𝑉 (𝑇 ) |2.

Based on this, our new goal is to prove that either (𝑖, 𝑗) is a rich pair, or the number of leaves of 𝑇
is at most

√
Γ = Υ(2|𝐹 | + 𝑘) ( |𝐹 | + 3).

We say that two vertices of𝑇 are incomparable if neither vertex is a descendant of the other one in
𝑇 . For a path 𝑃 in 𝑇 , we define lca(𝑃) as the lowest common ancestor of the two endpoints of 𝑃 in 𝑇 .
Consider a maximal collection P of pairwise disjoint ((𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 ), (𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 ))-paths in 𝑇 such that the
following two conditions hold:

• For two distinct paths 𝑃1, 𝑃2 ∈ P, lca(𝑃1) is incomparable with lca(𝑃2).

• For every path 𝑃 ∈ P, there is no other ((𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 ), (𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 ))-path 𝑃 ′ in 𝑇 such that lca(𝑃 ′) is
a descendant of lca(𝑃).

Observe that any path in 𝐺 ′ can intersect at most two paths in P. In particular, since any cycle
packing C of𝐺 has at most |𝐹 | different𝐺 ′-paths, at most 2|𝐹 | paths in P can intersect C. Therefore, if
|P | ≥ 2|𝐹 | +𝑘 +1, then (𝑖, 𝑗) is a rich pair. For the remainder of the proof we assume that |P | ≤ 2|𝐹 | +𝑘 .
Recall that we aim to bound the number of leaves of 𝑇 .

For each 𝑃 ∈ P, we additionally define the set 𝐴𝑃 as the set of vertices on the unique path from
lca(𝑃) to 𝑣 that have degree at least three in 𝐺𝑖, 𝑗 . We directly get that |𝐴𝑃 | ≤ dist𝑖, 𝑗≥3(𝑣, lca(𝑃)) + 2 ≤
|𝐹 | + 3, since all (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-paths in 𝑇 are usable.

We set 𝐴 =
⋃
𝑃∈P 𝐴𝑃 and get |𝐴| ≤ (2|𝐹 | + 𝑘) ( |𝐹 | + 3) as |P | ≤ 2|𝐹 | + 𝑘 . As a next step we define

the graph 𝑇 ′ = 𝑇 \𝐴. Since 𝑇 is connected and deg𝐺 ′ (𝑢) ≤ Υ for every 𝑢 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐺 ′), the graph 𝑇 ′ has at
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most Υ(2|𝐹 | +𝑘) ( |𝐹 | +3) components. In particular, every connected component of𝑇 ′ contains at most
one vertex of 𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 . Suppose for contradiction that one component of 𝑇 ′ has at least two vertices
of 𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 . Then in this component we can find an ((𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 ), (𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 ))-path 𝑃 satisfying that (i)
lca(𝑃) does not belong to 𝐴; (ii) there is no other ((𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 ), (𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 ))-path 𝑃 ′ in𝑇 such that lca(𝑃 ′)
is descendant of lca(𝑃). Condition (i) implies that for any 𝑃 ∈ P, lca(𝑃) is incomparable with lca(𝑃).
Then we could strictly increase the size of P, contradicting the maximality of P.

Therefore, the number of vertices of (𝑁𝑖 ∪ 𝑁 𝑗 ) ∩ 𝑉 (𝑇 ), i.e., the number of leaves of 𝑇 , is at most
Υ(2|𝐹 | + 𝑘) ( |𝐹 | + 3). □

Step 4: The Branching Procedure. For a given instance (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ), we now design a branching
procedure, which we call Get-Candidates. This procedure generates 2poly( |𝐹 |+𝑘 ) candidate instances of
a different (relatively easier) problem. We design these instances such that (i) it is enough to look for a
solution for these candidate instances, and (ii) each of these candidate instances can be solved in time
2𝑘𝑛O(1) .

We first present an informal description of the branching procedure. First, observe that if the input
instance is a Yes-instance and C is a cycle-packing of size ℓ , then every solution, i.e., set of vertices that
are deleted, hits at least one of the𝐺 ′-paths of C. The branching procedure stores two complementary
sets avail and hit of𝐺 ′-paths such that it first finds a usable cycle packing C of size ℓ in𝐺 which only
uses paths in avail and then branches on which particular 𝐺 ′-path of C is hit by the solution, that is,
which path is added to hit and removed from avail. Note that unlike typical branching algorithms, this
procedure does not branch on the choice of a fixed vertex into the solution. Instead, in one branch, it
considers a set of vertices (namely a 𝐺 ′-path) that is guaranteed to be hit by the solution.

We first describe the procedure to find a usable cycle packing which uses paths from a specified
set only. For this we make use of the subroutine in Lemma 3.9.

Lemma 3.9. Let 𝐻 be a forest 𝐻 on 𝑛 vertices and P1, . . . ,P𝑓 be 𝑓 collections of paths of 𝐻 . In time

2O(𝑓 ) · 𝑛O(1)
, we can find 𝑓 pairwise vertex-disjoint paths 𝑃1, . . . , 𝑃𝑓 such that, for each 𝑖 ∈ [𝑓 ], it holds

that 𝑃𝑖 ∈ P𝑖 whenever such paths exist or correctly answer No otherwise.

Note that the notation used in Lemma 3.9 is independent of the notation of the algorithm that we
have built so far. As the proof of this lemma uses standard bottom-up dynamic programming over
rooted trees, we defer the proof to Section 3.1.

With this subroutine, we can design the first ingredient of the branching procedure.

Lemma 3.10. Let (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ) be an instance of Cycle-HitPack and let avail be some set of𝐺 ′
-paths. In

time 2O( |𝐹 | log |𝐹 | ) ·𝑛O(1)
we can find a usable cycle packing C of size ℓ in𝐺 whose𝐺 ′

-paths are contained

in avail.

Proof. Our goal is to use Lemma 3.9 to find disjoint paths in the graph 𝐺 ′ that can be extended to a
usable cycle packing of size ℓ in 𝐺 . As input of the algorithm in Lemma 3.9 we use 𝑓 collections of
(𝑁𝑖1, 𝑁 𝑗1)-paths, . . . , (𝑁𝑖𝑓 , 𝑁 𝑗𝑓 )-paths where (𝑖1, 𝑗1), . . . , (𝑖 𝑓 , 𝑗𝑓 ) are distinct pairs of 𝐹 × 𝐹 . However,
these pairs cannot be chosen arbitrarily as we must be able to extend the paths to a cycle packing. To
find these pairs, we start with some preprocessing.

Observe that a cycle packing C naturally induces a collection of such pairs from 𝐹 ×𝐹 based on the
vertices from 𝐹 that appear in each cycle. But it can also happen that vertices in 𝐹 appear in only one
pair because they are connected to some other vertex in 𝐹 by an edge. Based on these observations we
show how to compute all possible sets of pairs that have to be considered.

We first consider all possible permutations 𝜋 of 𝐹 . Note that this does not provide any information
about the cycles and how the vertices in 𝐹 are connected. To resolve this, we introduce four special
symbols→edge,→path,↶edge, and↶path and insert one of them after each position in the permutation
𝜋 . The permutation is then a string 𝜋 ′ of length 2|𝐹 |. The first two symbols, i.e., →edge and →path,
indicate how two consecutive vertices in the permutation are connected, either by an edge or by a path
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in 𝐺 ′. The other two symbols, i.e.,↶edge and↶path, indicate that the cycle is closed by an edge or a
path in𝐺 ′ to the first vertex of the cycle, the previous vertex in 𝜋 ′ following a symbol↶edge or↶path.

For example the string 1 →path 3 →edge 4↶path 5 →edge 2↶path represents two cycles; the first
cycle starts at 1 and is then connected to 3 by a path in 𝐺 ′, vertex 3 has an edge to 4 and from 4 there
is a path in 𝐺 ′ back to 1; the second cycle starts at 5 and has an edge to 2 and from there a path in 𝐺 ′

back to 5.
By first choosing the permutation of 𝐹 and then inserting the symbols, we get that there are at

most |𝐹 |! · 4 |𝐹 | ∈ 2O( |𝐹 | log |𝐹 | ) possible strings to consider. For each generated string, we check for each
occurrence of→edge and↶edge whether the corresponding edge exists (for ease of notation we assume
in this step that the vertices in 𝐹 have self-loops). For each occurrence of →path and↶path, we add
the corresponding pair (𝑖, 𝑗) to a list L𝜋 ′ . We additionally discard the string if it represents less than ℓ
cycles.

It remains to define the sets P𝑖, 𝑗 for all (𝑖, 𝑗) ∈ L𝜋 ′ that serve as input for the algorithm from
Lemma 3.9. For each (𝑖, 𝑗) ∈ L𝜋 ′ , we pick the (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-paths in the set avail which is given as input.

Now for each collection of sets of candidates we invoke the algorithm from Lemma 3.9. If the
algorithm outputs a set of disjoint paths, we complete it to a usable cycle packing according to the
above preprocessing. If no set of disjoint paths was found, we proceed to the next possible set of pairs,
i.e., string 𝜋 ′, and repeat the procedure.

Eventually we find a usable cycle packing of size ℓ for𝐺 whose𝐺 ′-paths are contained in avail or
can conclude that no such packing exists. □

Now we have everything ready to state the branching procedure Get-Candidates. Recall that we
are working with the instance (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ), where set 𝑈 contains the undeletable vertices, set 𝐹 is
a feedback vertex set of 𝐺 , and 𝐹 ⊆ 𝑈 . Throughout the following branching procedure, the instance

(𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ) is fixed. We can imagine that each node of the branching tree for Get-Candidates has a
pair (avail, hit) associated with it, where avail and hit are sub-collections of usable (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-paths for
some 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ 𝐹 . The set hit corresponds to the collection of 𝐺 ′-paths that have been guessed so far to
be hit by the solution and the set avail contains all 𝐺 ′-paths that can still be used for a cycle packing.
Therefore we also get avail ∩ hit = ∅.

The idea of the branching procedure is that at each node of the branching tree, one finds a usable
cycle packing of size ℓ with a set of 𝑟 different 𝐺 ′-paths that are contained in avail. Then we branch
into 𝑟 directions (nodes) where each of the 𝑟 nodes includes one of the 𝑟 𝐺 ′-paths into the set hit in
the associated pair (avail, hit).

Now, we present the branching procedure formally.

Lemma3.11 (Get-Candidates). Let (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ) be an instance ofCycle-HitPack of low degree. In time

2O( ( |𝐹 |2𝑘Γ) log |𝐹 | ) ·𝑛O(1)
we can construct a list of candidates {I1, . . . ,I𝑝 } (for some 𝑝 ∈ 2O( ( |𝐹 |2𝑘Γ) log |𝐹 | )

),

where for each 𝑞 ∈ [𝑝], I𝑞 = (avail𝑞, hit𝑞), such that the instance (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ) is a Yes-instance if and
only if there exists an index 𝑞0 ∈ [𝑝] and a set 𝑋 ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐺) \𝑈 of size at most 𝑘 such that 𝑋 hits all paths

in hit𝑞0 .

Proof. We describe the branching procedure by constructing the labeled branching tree. For the root
node of the branching tree initialize avail as the set of all usable (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-paths in𝐺 ′ for every 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ 𝐹 ,
and set hit = ∅.

At a node labelled (avail, hit), the Get-Candidates procedure performs the following two steps:

Step 1. Use Lemma 3.10 to find a usable cycle packing C of size ℓ in 𝐺 whose 𝐺 ′-paths are contained
in avail.

Step 2. Let P be the 𝐺 ′-paths of C. Branch into 𝑟 B |P | directions, by creating new child nodes
associated with the label (avail \ {𝑃}, hit ∪ {𝑃}) for all 𝑃 ∈ P.

First Stopping Criterion. The branching procedure stops when 𝐺 has no usable cycle packing of
size ℓ whose 𝐺 ′-paths are totally contained in avail.
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Second Stopping Criterion. The branching procedure also stopswhen the depth of the current branch
in the branching tree is strictly more than |𝐹 |2 · 𝑘Γ.

At the end of the branching procedure, let the set of candidates be {I1, . . . ,I𝑝 } , where for each
𝑞 ∈ [𝑝], I𝑞 = (avail𝑞, hit𝑞). Let L+ be the list of promising candidates, in which there are no usable
cycle packing of size ℓ whose 𝐺 ′-paths are totally contained in avail, and let L− , called the discarded
candidates, be the remaining candidates. The branching procedure returns L+ as the output.

As a first step we analyze the running time of the branching procedure.

Claim 3.12 (Running time of Get-Candidates). The running time of the branching procedure Get-
Candidates is 2O( ( |𝐹 |2𝑘Γ) log |𝐹 | ) · 𝑛O(1)

.

Proof of Claim. First, observe that for any pair (avail, hit) that is associated with some node of the
branching tree of Get-Candidates, the size of the sets avail and hit is at most 𝑛2, where 𝑛 is the number
of vertices of the input graph 𝐺 . This is because the sets avail and hit contain paths of 𝐺 ′, which is a
forest. Since there is a unique path between any two vertices in a tree, the total number of paths in𝐺 ′

and hence in avail and hit is at most quadratic in the input size.
By Lemma 3.10, Step 1 of Get-Candidates can be executed in time 2O( |𝐹 | log |𝐹 | ) ·𝑛O(1) . Further from

the second stopping condition of Get-Candidates, the depth of the branching tree is |𝐹 |2𝑘Γ. Moreover,
the width is at most |𝐹 | as the algorithm branches into |P | directions in Step 2 and, by Observation 3.3,
it holds that |P | ≤ |𝐹 |.

We conclude that the number of nodes of the branching tree of Get-Candidates is 2O( |𝐹 |2𝑘Γ log |𝐹 | ) .
The running time follows directly. ⊳

As a next step we show that the output of the branching procedure can be used to recover the
solution for the original instance.

Claim 3.13. If there exists (avail, hit) ∈ L+ and a set 𝑋 ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐺) \𝑈 of size at most 𝑘 such that 𝑋 hits

all paths in hit, then the instance (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ) is a Yes-instance.

Proof of Claim. By the design of the branching procedure Get-Candidates, at least one path of the𝐺 ′-
paths of every usable cycle packing of size ℓ are hit by 𝑋 as otherwise hit would not have been added
to L+ in the first stopping criterion. Hence, in𝐺 \𝑋 , there are no usable cycle packings of size ℓ . From
Lemma 3.7, we know that if 𝐺 has a cycle packing of size ℓ , then 𝐺 also has a usable cycle packing of
size ℓ . It follows that in 𝐺 \ 𝑋 there are no cycle packings of size ℓ . Since 𝑋 ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐺) \𝑈 and |𝑋 | ≤ 𝑘 ,
set 𝑋 is a solution to (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ). ⊳

It remains to show that a solution for the original instance propagates to the new instances.

Claim 3.14. If the instance (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ) is a Yes-instance, then there exists (avail, hit) ∈ L+ and a set

𝑋 ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐺) \𝑈 of size at most 𝑘 such that 𝑋 hits all paths in hit.

Proof of Claim. Suppose that 𝑋 is a solution to the instance (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ), that is, the vertex set 𝑋 ⊆
𝑉 (𝐺) \𝑈 is of size at most 𝑘 such that 𝑋 hits every cycle packing of size ℓ in 𝐺 − 𝑋 .

To construct the set hit, we analyze the branching procedure. In every step of Get-Candidates
where we can find a usable cycle packing C of size ℓ in 𝐺 , there is at least one path 𝑃 of the 𝐺 ′-paths
that is hit by 𝑋 . Assume that this path is an (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-path for some 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ 𝐹 . We claim that we can
choose 𝑃 such that the corresponding (𝑖, 𝑗) pair is not rich.

Suppose for contradiction that all of the𝐺 ′-paths hit by𝑋 correspond to rich pairs of 𝐹×𝐹 . Then by
the definition of rich pairs, there are for every cycle packing at least 𝑘 +1 vertex-disjoint (𝑁𝑖 , 𝑁 𝑗 )-paths
that are disjoint from the cycle packing. Hence, we can pick one of these paths that is not hit by 𝑋 and
replace the original path by it to get a new cycle packing C′. Thus 𝑋 cannot hit all cycle packings of
size ℓ , contradicting that𝑋 is a solution to the instance (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ). Therefore, our claim above holds
and we can choose 𝑃 such that the corresponding pair is not rich.
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Then following the branching procedure Get-Candidates, we can find a path in the branching tree
which leads to a leaf node 𝑡 of the branching tree, that is, we go to the child of the current node where
𝑃 is included in corresponding set hit. By our choice of the paths in the set hit, all paths in the set hit
associated with the leaf node 𝑡 are hit by 𝑋 by our claim above.

It remains to show that 𝑡 is a promising candidate. Suppose that the depth of 𝑡 in the branching
tree is less than |𝐹 |2 · 𝑘Γ. In this case it is true that we cannot find a usable cycle packing C at node 𝑡
whose 𝐺 ′-paths are contained in avail. Hence, candidate 𝑡 is promising.

Suppose that the depth of 𝑡 in the branching tree is equal to |𝐹 |2 · 𝑘Γ and we can still find a usable
cycle packing C at node 𝑡 whose𝐺 ′-paths are contained in avail. This implies that C is not hit by𝑋 . By
Lemma 3.8, 𝑋 can hit at most |𝐹 |2 ·𝑘Γ usable paths (every path in hit does not correspond to a rich pair
by our claim). This contradicts that 𝑋 is a solution to the instance (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ). Thus 𝑡 corresponds
to a promising candidate, say (avail, hit). By the way we branch among all children of a node in the
branching tree, the paths of hit are all hit by 𝑋 . This completes the proof for this claim. ⊳

This concludes the proof of the branching procedure Get-Candidates. □

Step 5: Solving Instances with Promising Sets. According to Lemma 3.11, to complete the algo-
rithm, it suffices to consider an instance together with a promising candidate (avail, hit) and find a set
of at most 𝑘 vertices that intersect all paths in hit. Recall that the set hit contains paths of the forest
𝐺 ′.

If we do not have any undeletable vertices, i.e., if𝑈 = ∅, then this problem is equivalent to Vertex
Multicut on Trees, which is polynomial-time solvable [17, Folklore]. If there are undeletable vertices,
i.e., when 𝑈 ≠ ∅, then this problem resembles Edge Multicut on Trees which can be solved in
O(2𝑘 · 𝑛) time [35]. We give this algorithm dealing with promising sets in Lemma 3.15. If one can find
a solution for any of the promising sets, then the algorithm reports that (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ) is a Yes-instance;
otherwise, it reports a No.

Lemma 3.15 (Path-Hitting on Forests). Given a forest 𝐺 ′
, a set 𝑈 ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐺 ′) of undeletable vertices, a

collection of paths P of this forest and an integer 𝑘 . In time 2𝑘 · 𝑛O(1)
, one can find a set 𝑋 ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐺 ′) \𝑈

of size at most 𝑘 , if it exists, such that 𝑋 hits all paths in P.

Proof. Without loss of generality we can assume that𝐺 ′ is a tree that is rooted at some arbitrary vertex
as otherwise we consider the trees of the forest sequentially and root each tree arbitrarily.

Let 𝑃𝑢,𝑣 be a path from 𝑢 to 𝑣 in P such that the lowest common ancestor (lca) of two endpoints of
any other path in P is not a descendant of the lca of 𝑢 and 𝑣 in 𝐺 ′. Let the lca of 𝑢 and 𝑣 be denoted
as lca(𝑢, 𝑣).footnoteObserve that lca(𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ {𝑢, 𝑣} is possible. We define two distinguished vertices
on the path 𝑃𝑢,𝑣 as follows. Let 𝑢′, 𝑣 ′ be the first vertices on the path from lca(𝑢, 𝑣) to 𝑢, 𝑣 such that
𝑢′, 𝑣 ′ ∉ 𝑈 , respectively. We claim that there exists a minimum-sized set 𝑋 disjoint from 𝑈 that hits all
paths in P such that 𝑋 contains either 𝑢′ or 𝑣 ′. Once the claim is proven, it yields a straightforward
branching algorithm with running time 2𝑘 · 𝑛O(1) .

We now show that our claim is true. Let 𝑋 be a minimum-sized set that is disjoint from 𝑈 and
intersects all paths in P. In particular, 𝑋 intersects the (𝑢, lca(𝑢, 𝑣))-path or the (lca(𝑢, 𝑣), 𝑣)-path of
𝑃𝑢,𝑣 . Without loss of generality, assume that 𝑋 intersects the (𝑢, lca(𝑢, 𝑣))-path of 𝑃𝑢,𝑣 (the other case
is symmetric) and let 𝑢 ∈ 𝑋 be a vertex on the (𝑢, lca(𝑢, 𝑣))-path. We claim that 𝑋 = 𝑋 \ {𝑢} ∪ {𝑢′} is
also a set that hits all paths in P of minimum size. Suppose not, then there exists another path 𝑃1 in
P, say with endpoints 𝑢1 and 𝑣1, which is not hit by 𝑋 and goes through 𝑢. By the choice of 𝑃𝑢,𝑣 as the
path where the lca of the two endpoints is lowest in the tree, the path 𝑃1 also goes through lca(𝑢, 𝑣),
and hence 𝑢′. Thus, 𝑃1 is hit by𝑋 which proves the claim. This completes the proof for the lemma. □

Using Lemma 3.15, for each promising candidate (avail, hit), a set of size at most 𝑘 that hits all
paths in hit can be found in 2𝑘 · 𝑛O(1) time, if it exists. We are now ready to complete the proof of
Theorem 3.1 which we restate here for convenience.
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Theorem3.1. An instance (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ) ofCycle-HitPack given with a feedback vertex set 𝐹 of the𝑛-vertex
graph 𝐺 can be solved in time 2poly( |𝐹 |+𝑘 ) · 𝑛O(1)

.

Proof. Let I = (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝐹, 𝑘, ℓ) be the input instance of Cycle-HitPack. The overall algorithm works as
follows.

1. For each subset 𝐷 ⊆ 𝐹 where |𝐷 | ≤ 𝑘 , we construct a new instance I𝐷 = (𝐺 −𝐷,𝑈 ∪ (𝐹 \𝐷), 𝐹 \
𝐷,𝑘 − |𝐷 |, ℓ), that is, we guess the subset of the feedback vertex set that is deleted. where the
feedback vertex set is undeletable.

2. For each instance I1 from the first step we use the algorithm from Lemma 3.4 to create a new
instance I2(I1) of low degree with regard to Υ.

3. For each instance I2 from the second step, we use the branching procedureGet-Candidates from
Lemma 3.11 to generate a list L+(I2) of promising candidates.

4. For each instance I2 from the second step and each candidate (avail, hit) in the corresponding
list L+(I2) from the third step, we check if there is a set 𝑋 of deletable vertices that hits every
path in hit by using Lemma 3.15. If this is the case, then output Yes. Otherwise we proceed with
the next set in L+(I2) or with the next instance from the first step.

5. If no branch outputs Yes, then the algorithm outputs No.

We first prove the correctness of the algorithm. The correctness of the branching in the first step
follows from Lemma 3.2. For the second step the correctness follows directly from the properties of
the algorithm in Lemma 3.4. The correctness of the remaining steps follows from the design of the
procedure Get-Candidates in Lemma 3.11 and by Lemma 3.15.

It remains to analyze the running time of the entire algorithm. The first step takes time 2 |𝐹 | ·𝑛O(1) .
By Lemma 3.4, the second step can be applied in time polynomial in the size of the instance. According
to Lemma 3.11, the branching procedure Get-Candidates runs in time 2O( ( |𝐹 |2𝑘Γ) log |𝐹 | ) ·𝑛O(1) , and the
number of promising sets it generates is 2O( ( |𝐹 |2𝑘Γ) log |𝐹 | ) . The last step takes time 2𝑘 · 𝑛O(1) . As by
assumption we have Γ = poly( |𝐹 | + 𝑘), the entire procedure runs in time

2 |𝐹 | · 2O( ( |𝐹 |2𝑘Γ) log |𝐹 | ) · 2𝑘 · 𝑛O(1) = 2poly( |𝐹 |+𝑘 ) · 𝑛O(1)

which concludes the proof. □

3.1 Proof of Lemma 3.9: Finding Vertex-Disjoint Paths

We now prove Lemma 3.9, which we restate here for convenience.

Lemma 3.9. Let 𝐻 be a forest 𝐻 on 𝑛 vertices and P1, . . . ,P𝑓 be 𝑓 collections of paths of 𝐻 . In time

2O(𝑓 ) · 𝑛O(1)
, we can find 𝑓 pairwise vertex-disjoint paths 𝑃1, . . . , 𝑃𝑓 such that, for each 𝑖 ∈ [𝑓 ], it holds

that 𝑃𝑖 ∈ P𝑖 whenever such paths exist or correctly answer No otherwise.

Proof. We first show that it suffices to consider the case when 𝐻 is a tree.

The Graph 𝑯 is a Forest. Assume that 𝐻 is a forest and let 𝐻1, . . . , 𝐻𝑟 be the 𝑟 different trees of
𝐻 . For a subforest 𝐻 ′ of 𝐻 and a set of indices 𝐼 ⊆ [𝑓 ], we define CoverPath(𝐻 ′, 𝐼 ) to be true if and
only if 𝐻 ′ contains a pairwise vertex-disjoint collection of paths {𝑃𝑖 ∈ P𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ 𝐼 }.

Suppose that we can answerCoverPath(𝐻 ′, 𝐼 ) for any 𝐼 ⊆ [𝑓 ] when𝐻 ′ is tree. For ease of notation,
for all 𝑗 ∈ [𝑟 ], we denote byH𝑗 the union of the first 𝑗 trees of𝐻 , formally, we defineH𝑗 B 𝐻1⊎· · ·⊎𝐻 𝑗 .
It vacuously follows that CoverPath(𝐻 ′,∅) = true for any forest 𝐻 ′. With these assumptions, for all
𝑗 ∈ [𝑟 ] and all 𝐼 ⊆ [𝑓 ], we can use the following dynamic program to compute CoverPath(𝐻 𝑗 , 𝐼 ):

CoverPath(H𝑗 , 𝐼 ) B
∨
𝐼 ′⊆𝐼

CoverPath(𝐻 𝑗 , 𝐼 ′) ∧ CoverPath(H𝑗−1, 𝐼 \ 𝐼 ′) .
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Then the final output of the algorithm is CoverPath(𝐻, [𝑓 ]). The correctness of this step follows
because all 𝐻 𝑗 ’s are disjoint trees and 𝐻 = H𝑟 .

If we assume that we can compute CoverPath(𝐻 𝑗 , 𝐼 ) for each 𝑗 ∈ [𝑟 ] and 𝐼 ⊆ [𝑓 ] in time 2O(𝑓 ) ·
𝑛O(1) , then the above dynamic program solves the problem on forests in time 2O(𝑓 ) · 𝑛O(1) . As a next
step we design the claimed algorithm for trees.

The Graph 𝑯 is a Tree. Based on the above reasoning, we now focus on the case when 𝐻 is a
tree. We prove this lemma using bottom-up dynamic programming on𝐻 . To begin, we arbitrarily root
the tree 𝐻 . For each 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐻 ), let 𝐻𝑣 be the subtree rooted at 𝑣 in 𝐻 . For any vertex set𝑊 ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐻 ) (of
vertices that are incomparable, i.e., no vertex in𝑊 is a descendant of any other vertex in𝑊 ), let 𝐻𝑊
be the disjoint union of the subtrees rooted at each vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑊 . For a vertex 𝑣 in 𝐻 , we denote by
child(𝑣) be the set of children of 𝑣 in 𝐻 .

Our goal is to compute three tables 𝑇 , 𝑇child, and 𝑇path such that, for all 𝐼 ⊆ [𝑓 ], vertices 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐻 ),
and paths 𝑃 in collection with 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (𝑃),

𝑇 [𝑣, 𝐼 ] = true ⇐⇒ there are vertex-disjoint paths {𝑃𝑖 ∈ P𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ 𝐼 } in 𝐻𝑣,
𝑇child [𝑣, 𝐼 ] = true ⇐⇒ there are vertex-disjoint paths {𝑃𝑖 ∈ P𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ 𝐼 } in 𝐻child(𝑣) , and

𝑇path [𝑣, 𝑃, 𝐼 ] = true ⇐⇒ there are vertex-disjoint paths {𝑃𝑖 ∈ P𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ 𝐼 } in 𝐻𝑣 \𝑉 (𝑃) .

We compute the table entries𝑇 [𝑣, 𝐼 ],𝑇child [𝑣, 𝐼 ] and𝑇path [𝑣, 𝑃, 𝐼 ] using a bottom-up dynamic program-
ming on the rooted tree 𝐻 .

We first we define the base cases. If 𝐼 = ∅, then we set𝑇 [𝑣,∅] = true for every 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐻 ). Similarly,
if 𝑣 is a leaf and 𝐼 = {𝑖}, then we set true if and only if {𝑣} ∈ P𝑖 (otherwise we define the table entry to
be false). Finally, if 𝑣 is a leaf and |𝐼 | ≥ 2, then we can directly set 𝑇 [𝑣, 𝐼 ] to false.

For the remaining case, when 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐻 ) is not a leaf and |𝐼 | ≥ 2, then we compute the table entry
by setting

𝑇 [𝑣, 𝐼 ] B 𝑇child [𝑣, 𝐼 ] ∨
∨
𝑖∈𝐼

∨
𝑃∈P𝑖 ,
𝑣∈𝑉 (𝑃 )

𝑇path [𝑣, 𝑃, 𝐼 \ {𝑖}] .

Observe that 𝑇child [𝑣, 𝐼 ] and 𝑇path [𝑣, 𝑃, 𝐼 ] can be computed with the analogous dynamic program-
ming to CoverPath. Note that in 𝑇path [𝑣, 𝑃, 𝐼 ] table we again end in the disjoint case. To address that
we can add a dummy-vertex adjacent to every root of the trees in the forest.

Next we prove the correctness of the table entries.

Claim 3.16. For all vertices 𝑣 of 𝐻 , all sets 𝐼 ⊆ [𝑓 ], all paths 𝑃 in collection with 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (𝑃), the table
entries 𝑇 [𝑣, 𝐼 ], 𝑇child [𝑣, 𝐼 ], and 𝑇path [𝑣, 𝑃, 𝐼 ] are computed correctly.

Proof of Claim. We give a proof by induction on the depth of 𝑣 in 𝐻 . We focus on the proof of correct-
ness for the table 𝑇 . The correctness proofs for 𝑇child and 𝑇path follow analogously.

Suppose there exists a collection of pairwise vertex-disjoint paths {𝑃𝑖 ∈ P𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ 𝐼 } in 𝐻𝑣 . If 𝑣
does not appear in any of these paths, i.e., 𝑣 ∉

⋃
𝑖∈𝐼 𝑉 (𝑃𝑖), then the paths in {𝑃𝑖 ∈ P𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ 𝐼 } are also

contained in 𝐻child(𝑣) and by induction 𝑇child [𝑣, 𝐼 ] = true. Moreover, if there is an index 𝑖 ∈ 𝐼 such that
path 𝑃𝑖 ∈ P𝑖 contains 𝑣 , i.e., 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (𝑃𝑖), then {𝑃𝑖′ | 𝑖′ ∈ 𝐼 \ {𝑖}} are paths in 𝐻𝑣 −𝑉 (𝑃𝑖). By induction
this implies 𝑇path [𝑣, 𝑃, 𝐼 \ {𝑖}] = true, which finishes this direction of the proof.

For the other direction, suppose that 𝑇 [𝑣, 𝐼 ] = true. We show that in this case there exists a
collection of pairwise vertex-disjoint paths {𝑃𝑖 ∈ P𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ 𝐼 } in 𝐻𝑣 . It is straightforward to verify the
bases cases. Therefore, we focus on the case when 𝑣 is not a leaf and |𝐼 | ≥ 2.

From the definition of the table entry it follows that if𝑇 [𝑣, 𝐼 ] = true, then (1) table entry𝑇child [𝑣, 𝐼 ]
is true or3 (2) there is some index �̂� ∈ 𝐼 and some path 𝑃 ∈ P̂𝑖 with 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (𝑃) such that𝑇path [𝑣, 𝑃, 𝐼 \ {̂𝑖}]
is true. In case (1), by induction, 𝐻child(𝑣) contains the desired collection of paths. For case (2), the

3Case (1) and (2) are not necessarily disjoint.

27



induction hypothesis implies that 𝐻𝑣 −𝑉 (𝑃) contains paths {𝑃𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ 𝐼 \ {̂𝑖}} that are pairwise vertex-
disjoint. From the fact that 𝑃 ∈ P̂𝑖 , it directly follows that {𝑃𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ 𝐼 \ {̂𝑖}}∪{𝑃} is the desired collection
of paths in 𝐻𝑣 . ⊳

It remains to analyze the running time of the algorithm. Observe that the number of states in
the tables 𝑇 , 𝑇child, and 𝑇path is 2O(𝑓 ) · 𝑛O(1) . Moreover, to compute a single table entry 2O(𝑓 ) · 𝑛O(1)

operations are required. □

4 Edge-HitPack Parameterized by 𝒌 + ℓ: Single-Exponential Algo-
rithm

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.11.

Theorem 1.11. Edge-HitPack can be solved in time 3𝑘+ℓ · 𝑛O(1)
.

Proof. For a graph 𝐺 , we denote by 𝜈 (𝐺) the matching number of 𝐻 , that is, the size of the maximum
matching in 𝐻 . It is well-known that a maximum matching (and thus the matching number) for a
graph 𝐻 can be computed in polynomial time using the algorithm by Edmonds [22] or by Micali and
Vazirani [62] for example.

Let 𝐼 = (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ) be the given instance of Edge-HitPack. The algorithm starts by some prepro-
cessing of the instance to identify trivial Yes and No instances.

• Compute the matching number 𝜈 (𝐺) of 𝐺 . If 𝜈 (𝐺) is smaller than ℓ , then directly answer Yes.

• Otherwise, compute the matching number 𝜈 (𝐺 [𝑈 ]) of 𝐺 [𝑈 ], that is, the subgraph induced by
the undeletable vertices. If 𝜈 (𝐺 [𝑈 ]) is at least ℓ , then directly output No.

• Additionally, the algorithm outputs No if 𝑘 < 0.

After this preprocessing, the algorithm proceeds as follows.

1. Compute a maximum matching𝑀 of 𝐺 [𝑈 ].

2. Invoke Edmonds’ blossom algorithm [22] to compute an augmenting path 𝑃 for 𝑀 in 𝐺 , that is,
a path that starts and ends with vertices not covered by 𝑀 and alternates between edges not in
𝑀 and edges in𝑀 .
If no such augmenting path exists, then output Yes.

3. Let 𝑢 and 𝑣 be the two endpoints of 𝑃 . Note that a single edge with both endpoints not in 𝑀 is
also an augmenting path and that at least one of 𝑢 and 𝑣 is deletable as otherwise 𝑀 would not
be the largest matching in 𝐺 [𝑈 ].

4. Construct three instances 𝐼1 = (𝐺 \ {𝑢},𝑈 , 𝑘 −1, ℓ) if 𝑢 ∉ 𝑈 , 𝐼2 = (𝐺 \ {𝑣},𝑈 , 𝑘 −1, ℓ) if 𝑣 ∉ 𝑈 , and
(𝐺,𝑈 ∪ {𝑢, 𝑣}, 𝑘, ℓ), corresponding to the case that 𝑢 is deleted, that 𝑣 is deleted and that 𝑢 and
𝑣 are made undeletable. Solve these three instances recursively and output Yes if the algorithm
return Yes for at least one instance.

To analyze the running time of the algorithm, we define a branching measure 𝜇 with 𝜇 (𝐼 ) B
𝑘 + ℓ − 1−𝜈 (𝐺 [𝑈 ]). By the preprocessing, 𝜇 (𝐼 ) is always non-negative and from the definition of 𝜇 we
get 𝜇 (𝐼 ) ≤ 𝑘 + ℓ .

If the algorithm deletes 𝑢 or 𝑣 , then the measure 𝜇 (𝐼1) and 𝜇 (𝐼2) decreases by one as 𝑘 decreases by
one. If the algorithm puts {𝑢, 𝑣} into𝑈 , then the measure 𝜇 (𝐼3) decreases by one as 𝜈 (𝐺 [𝑈 ]) increases
by one because 𝑢 and 𝑣 are the endpoints of the augmenting path for the previously largest matching.
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Observe that all steps of the algorithm can be computed in polynomial time. Since 𝜇 (𝐼 ) decreases
in each step and the algorithm branches into three cases, the bound on the runtime follows.

The correctness of the algorithm follows from the definition of our problem and the well-known
Berge’s theorem [5], which says that a matching𝑀 in a graph𝐺 is maximum if and only if there is no
augmenting path with𝑀 . □

5 𝒒-Cliqe-HitPack Parameterized by Treewidth:

Double-Exponential Algorithm

In this section we consider the 𝐻 -HitPack problem when parameterizing by treewidth and provide
an algorithmic upper bound when 𝐻 is a complete graph. The algorithm in this section serves two
purposes. First, it is a smooth introduction to the more involved algorithm for 𝐻 -HitPack for general
𝐻 in Section 7 with the additional advantage that the algorithm in this section has a slightly better
dependence on tw. The second purpose is that it can be used as a black-box in Section 6 to get a
single-exponential dependence on tw in the case when 𝐻 = 𝐾2.

Formally, in this section we prove the following theorem.

Theorem 1.7. For any fixed integer 𝑞 ≥ 2, 𝑞-Clique-HitPack can be solved in time 22O(tw) ·𝑛O(1)
, where

tw is the treewidth of the input graph.

Although the running time is double-exponential in treewidth, we provide a standard dynamic
program based on the tree decomposition of the graph. Note that the claimed runtime allows us to
omit the requirement that such a tree decomposition has to be given with the input graph because we
can compute an optimal tree decomposition as the first step of the algorithm.

Intuition. For each bag, we consider the different ways in which a partial solution 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡 \𝑈
could interact with the bag 𝑋𝑡 . We describe this interaction by a triple (𝑘0, 𝐷0, 𝑓0) with the following
interpretation.

• The set 𝐷 contains exactly 𝑘0 vertices not in 𝑋𝑡 . Moreover, inside a bag 𝑋𝑡 the set 𝐷 deletes all
the vertices in 𝐷0.

• For every set 𝐴 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡 \ 𝐷0 the function 𝑓0(𝐴) stores the following integer. We interpret 𝐴 as the
set of vertices we want to avoid, and 𝑓 (𝐴) is the size of the largest packing for 𝐺𝑡 − 𝐷 where
additionally no vertex from 𝐴 is covered.

The runtime is essentially bounded by the number of functions 𝑓0 we have to consider. As there are
2tw+1 vertex subsets and for each such subset we want to store a value between 0 and 𝑛, the number of
functions is at most 𝑛2tw+1 . We later show that we can get a significantly better bound on the number
of functions, which then leads to the claimed running time.

To formally exploit these properties, we have to design a dynamic program whose style deviates
from the classical approaches for such algorithms. In most cases, we first aggregate the information
from the appropriate states for the child nodes and then compute the entry for the parent node. How-
ever, we proceed in a different direction. When considering a state for a child node, we check for which
states of the parent node this information is relevant. By this approach, it is not necessary to consider
all possible table entries but only those where we store a non-zero entry (i.e., an entry corresponding
to a valid partial solution).

Classes. Before we state the algorithm, we first introduce some notation. For any graph 𝐺 ′ we
let 𝜈𝐾𝑞

(𝐺 ′) be the 𝐾𝑞-packing number of𝐺 ′ (i.e., the number of vertex-disjoint complete copies of 𝐾𝑞).
Consider a node 𝑡0 of the tree decomposition, an integer 𝑘0 ∈ [0..𝑘], a subset 𝐷0 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡 of vertices, and
a function 𝑓0 : 2𝑋𝑡 \𝐷0 → [0..𝑛]. We say that a set 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡0 \𝑈 is of class (𝑘0, 𝐷0, 𝑓0) for 𝑡0 if the following
conditions are satisfied:
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1. |𝐷 \ 𝐷0 | = 𝑘0 and 𝐷 ∩ 𝑋𝑡0 = 𝐷0.

2. for all 𝐴 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡0 \ 𝐷0 we have 𝑓0(𝐴) = 𝜈𝐾𝑞
(𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴)).

For each node 𝑡0 of the tree decomposition, we compute a listL(𝑡0) of classes for 𝑡0 such that (𝑘0, 𝐷0, 𝑓0) ∈
L(𝑡0) if and only if there is a set 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡0 \𝑈 that is of class (𝑘0, 𝐷0, 𝑓0).

Before we state the algorithm, we first define five procedures to extend the classes for a child of
node to a class for the parent node. The first two procedure correspond to the introduce node, the third
and fourth to the forget node, and the last one to the join node.

Lemma 5.1 (Introduce 1). Let 𝑡0 be an introduce node with the unique child 𝑡1 and let 𝑣 ∉ 𝑈 be the vertex

introduced.

There is a procedure Intro1 that, for a given class 𝑐1 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, 𝑓1) for 𝑡0, computes in time O(2tw) a
class 𝑐0 = (𝑘0, 𝐷0, 𝑓0) for 𝑡0 such that the following holds: For all sets 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡1 \𝑈 , if 𝐷 is of class 𝑐1 for 𝑡1,
then 𝐷 ∪ {𝑣} is of class 𝑐0 for 𝑡0.

Proof. We set 𝑐0 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1 ∪ {𝑣}, 𝑓1) as the class for 𝑡0. Since 𝑣 not contained in 𝐺𝑡1 but contained in
𝐷0 = 𝐷1 ∪ {𝑣}, the two graph 𝐺𝑡1 − 𝐷1 and 𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷1 ∪ {𝑣}) are identical. Hence, it trivially follows
that 𝐷 ∪ {𝑣} is of class 𝑐0 for 𝑡0. □

Next we consider the case when the vertex introduced is not deleted.

Lemma 5.2 (Introduce 2). Let 𝑡0 be an introduce node with the unique child 𝑡1 and let 𝑣 be the vertex

introduced.

There is a procedure Intro2 that, for a given class 𝑐1 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, 𝑓1), computes in time O(2tw) a class

𝑐0 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, 𝑓0) for 𝑡0 such that the following holds: For all sets 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡1 \𝑈 , if 𝐷 is of class 𝑐1 for 𝑡1, then
𝐷 is of class 𝑐0 for 𝑡0.

Proof. We define the function 𝑓0 : 2𝑋𝑡0\𝐷1 → [0..𝑛] where, for all 𝐴 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡0 \ 𝐷1, we set

𝑓0(𝐴) B


𝑓1(𝐴 \ {𝑣}) if 𝑣 ∈ 𝐴,

max
©«𝑓1(𝐴), 1 + max

𝐶⊆𝑋𝑡 \(𝐷0∪𝐴)
𝐶 is 𝐾𝑞 containing 𝑣

𝑓1(𝐴 ∪𝐶 \ {𝑣})
ª®®¬ otherwise.

(5.1)

Then the new class is defined as 𝑐0 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, 𝑓0). Consider some set 𝐴 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡0 \ 𝐷1. If 𝑣 ∈ 𝐴, then
𝐺𝑡1 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴 \ {𝑣}) is identical to𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴) since 𝑣 is introduced at 𝑡0. Thus, 𝜈𝐾𝑞

(𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴)) =
𝜈𝐾𝑞

(𝐺𝑡1 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴 \ {𝑣})) = 𝑓1(𝐴 \ {𝑣}) = 𝑓0(𝐴).
For the case when 𝑣 ∉ 𝐴 we split the proof into two parts.

𝒇0(𝑨) ≤ 𝝂𝑲𝒒 (𝑮𝒕0 − (𝑫 ∪𝑨)). First, consider the case when 𝑓0(𝐴) = 𝑓1(𝐴). Since every packing for
𝐺𝑡−1 − (𝐷 ∪ 𝐴) is also a packing for 𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷 ∪ 𝐴), we get 𝑓1(𝐴) = 𝜈𝐾𝑞

(𝐺𝑡1 − (𝐷 ∪ 𝐴)) ≤
𝜈𝐾𝑞

(𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴)).
Let 𝐶 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡0 \ (𝐷0 ∪ 𝐴) be a 𝑞-clique containing 𝑣 . Every packing for 𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷 ∪ 𝐴 ∪𝐶) can be
extended to a packing for𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴) by covering the vertices in𝐶 with the same copy of 𝐾𝑞 .
Hence, 𝜈𝐾𝑞

(𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴)) ≥ 𝜈𝐾𝑞
(𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴∪𝐶)) + 1. Since𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴∪𝐶) does not contain

𝑣 , the graphs𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴 ∪𝐶) and𝐺𝑡1 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴 ∪𝐶 \ {𝑣}) are identical, which implies that the
packing number is the same. Hence, 𝜈𝐾𝑞

(𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷 ∪ 𝐴 ∪ 𝐶)) ≥ 𝑓1(𝐴 ∪ 𝐶 \ {𝑣}) follows by the
assumption about 𝑓1.

𝒇0(𝑨) ≥ 𝝂𝑲𝒒 (𝑮𝒕0 − (𝑫 ∪𝑨)). Let 𝑃 be the packing for𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷∪𝐴) containing exactly 𝜈𝐾𝑞
(𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷∪

𝐴)) cliques. If 𝑣 is not covered by 𝑃 , then 𝑃 is also a packing for 𝐺𝑡1 − (𝐷 ∪ 𝐴) and contains at
most 𝜈𝐾𝑞

(𝐺𝑡1 − (𝐷 ∪ 𝐴)) cliques, which is exactly 𝑓1(𝐴) by assumption. Hence, 𝑃 contains at
most 𝑓0(𝐴) cliques by the definition of 𝑓0.
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In the case when 𝑣 is covered, there must be a clique𝐶 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡0 \ (𝐷0 ∪𝐴) containing 𝑣 such that𝐶
is covered by the same copy of 𝐾𝑞 . Hence, the number of cliques in 𝑃 is at most 𝜈𝐾𝑞

(𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷 ∪
𝐴∪𝐶)) +1. Since 𝑣 must be avoided in this case, 𝑃 contains at most 𝜈𝐾𝑞

(𝐺𝑡1−(𝐷∪𝐴∪𝐶 \{𝑣})) +1
cliques and this is equal to 𝑓1(𝐴 ∪𝐶 \ {𝑣}) + 1 which is bounded by 𝑓0(𝐴) by the definition of 𝑓1.

This concludes the proof as the function 𝑓0 can be constructed in time O(2 |𝑋𝑡 \𝐷1 |). □

The following two cases correspond to the forget nodes. The first procedure deals with the setting
when the forgotten vertex is deleted.

Lemma 5.3 (Forget 1). Let 𝑡1 be a forget node with the unique child 𝑡0 and let 𝑣 be the vertex forgotten.
There is a procedure Forget1 that, for a given class 𝑐1 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, 𝑓1), computes in time O(2tw) a class

𝑐0 = (𝑘1 + 1, 𝐷1 \ {𝑣}, 𝑓1) such that the following holds: For all sets 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡1 \𝑈 with 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷 , if 𝐷 is of class

𝑐1 for 𝑡1, then 𝐷 is of class 𝑐0 for 𝑡0.

Proof. From |𝐷 \ 𝐷1 | = 𝑘1 and the assumption that 𝑣 is forgotten at 𝑡0, we get that |𝐷 \ (𝐷1 \ {𝑣}) | =
|𝐷 \𝐷1 | + 1 = 𝑘1 + 1. Since 𝑣 is deleted, we get that𝐺𝑡0 −𝐷 = 𝐺𝑡1 −𝐷 . Thus, the bound on the packing
number follows trivially, as we consider the same graph in both settings. □

In contrast to the previous case, we now assume that the vertex forgotten is not deleted.

Lemma 5.4 (Forget 2). Let 𝑡1 be a forget node with the unique child 𝑡0 and let 𝑣 be the vertex forgotten.
There is a procedure Forget2 that, for a given class 𝑐1 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, 𝑓1), computes in time O(2tw) a class

𝑐0 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, 𝑓1) such that for following holds: For all sets 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡1 \𝑈 with 𝑣 ∉ 𝐷 , if 𝐷 is of class 𝑐1 for 𝑡1,
then 𝐷 is of class 𝑐0 for 𝑡0.

Proof. Let𝐴 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡0 \𝐷1. Observe that every packing for𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴) is also a packing for𝐺𝑡1 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴)
as both graphs are identical. As the packing number for 𝐺𝑡1 − 𝐷 − 𝐴 is equal to 𝑓1(𝐴), this is also the
packing number for 𝐺𝑡0 − 𝐷 −𝐴. □

The last procedure covers the case of the join node.

Lemma 5.5 (Join Node). Let 𝑡0 be a join node and let 𝑡1 and 𝑡2 be the two children of 𝑡0.
There is a procedure Join, that, for a given class 𝑐1 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, 𝑓1) for 𝑡1 and a given class 𝑐2 = (𝑘2, 𝐷1, 𝑓2)

for 𝑡2, computes in time 2O(tw)
a class 𝑐0 = (𝑘1 + 𝑘2, 𝐷1, 𝑓0) such that the following holds: For all sets

𝐷 ′ ⊆ 𝑉𝑡1 \𝑈 and for all sets 𝐷 ′′ ⊆ 𝑉𝑡2 \𝑈 , if 𝐷 ′
is of class 𝑐1 for 𝑡1 and 𝐷

′′
is of class 𝑐2 for 𝑡2, then 𝐷

′∪𝐷 ′′

is of class 𝑐0.

Proof. We define a function 𝑓0 : 2𝑋𝑡0\𝐷1 → [0..𝑛] where, for all 𝐴 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡0 \ 𝐷0, we set

𝑓0(𝐴) B max
𝐴1⊎𝐴2=𝑋𝑡0\(𝐷0∪𝐴)

𝑓1(𝐴 ∪𝐴1) + 𝑓2(𝐴 ∪𝐴2). (5.2)

To simplify notation, we set 𝐷 = 𝐷 ′ ∪ 𝐷 ′′ in the following. By the classes of 𝐷 ′ and 𝐷 ′′ we get
𝐷 ′ ∩ 𝐷 ′′ = 𝐷1, which implies that |𝐷 \ 𝐷1 | = |𝐷 ′ \ 𝐷1 | + |𝐷 ′′ \ 𝐷1 | = 𝑘1 + 𝑘2

Consider some set𝐴 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡0\𝐷1 and let 𝑃 be amaximumpacking for𝐺𝑡0−(𝐷∪𝐴). By the definition of
a tree decomposition, the packing 𝑃 cannot contain a clique that covers vertices in𝐺𝑡1−𝑋𝑡1 and𝐺𝑡2−𝑋𝑡2
simultaneously. Hence, there exists partition 𝐴1 ⊎𝐴2 = 𝑋𝑡0 \ (𝐷1 ∪𝐴) such that 𝜈𝐾𝑞

(𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴)) =
𝜈𝐾𝑞

(𝐺𝑡1 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴 ∪𝐴1)) + 𝜈𝐾𝑞
(𝐺𝑡2 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴 ∪𝐴2)).

From the definition of 𝑓0 and the properties of 𝑓1 and 𝑓2, it follows that

𝑓0(𝐴) ≥ 𝑓1(𝐴 ∪𝐴1) + 𝑓2(𝐴 ∪𝐴2)
= 𝜈𝐾𝑞

(𝐺𝑡1 − (𝐷 ′ ∪𝐴 ∪𝐴1)) + 𝜈𝐾𝑞
(𝐺𝑡2 − (𝐷 ′′ ∪𝐴 ∪𝐴2))

= 𝜈𝐾𝑞
(𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴)) .
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Now let 𝐴1 and 𝐴2 be the sets maximizing the sum in (5.2). Then it directly follows that

𝑓0(𝐴) = 𝑓1(𝐴 ∪𝐴1) + 𝑓2(𝐴 ∪𝐴2)
= 𝜈𝐾𝑞

(𝐺𝑡1 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴 ∪𝐴1)) + 𝜈𝐾𝑞
(𝐺𝑡2 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴 ∪𝐴2))

≤ 𝜈𝐾𝑞
(𝐺𝑡1 − (𝐷 ′ ∪𝐴 ∪𝐴1)) + 𝜈𝐾𝑞

(𝐺𝑡2 − (𝐷 ′′ ∪𝐴 ∪𝐴2))
= 𝜈𝐾𝑞

(𝐺𝑡0 − (𝐷 ∪𝐴) .

This concludes the proof that (5.2) is a correct definition. To construct the function 𝑓 for each 𝐴,
we just need to iterate over at most 2tw possible subsets. Hence, the output can be computed in time
2O(tw) . □

Now we have everything ready to state the algorithm solving 𝑞-Cliqe-HitPack.

Proof of Theorem 1.7. Given the instance 𝐼 = (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ), we first compute an optimal tree decomposi-
tion of𝐺 and then transform the decomposition into a nice tree decomposition where the root and leaf
nodes have an empty bag. For all leaf nodes 𝑡0 of the tree decomposition, we set L(𝑡0) = {(0,∅,∅ ↦→
0)}.

We traverse the nodes of the tree decomposition in post-order and for each node 𝑡0 with at least
one child we perform the following actions (depending on the type of node 𝑡0).

Introduce Node. Let 𝑡1 be the unique child of 𝑡0 and let 𝑣 be the vertex introduced at 𝑡0, that is,
𝑋𝑡0 = 𝑋𝑡1 ∪ {𝑣}. Repeat the following for all classes 𝑐1 ∈ L(𝑡1): If 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐺) \𝑈 , then use Intro1
and Intro2 on 𝑐1 to compute two classes 𝑐0 and 𝑐′0 and add both to the list L(𝑡0). Otherwise, we
have 𝑣 ∉ 𝑉 (𝐺) \𝑈 and apply Intro2 on 𝑐1 to compute the class 𝑐′′0 and add it to the list L(𝑡0).

Forget Node. Let 𝑡1 be the unique child of 𝑡0 and let 𝑣 be the vertex forgotten, that is, 𝑋𝑡0 = 𝑋𝑡1 \ {𝑣}.
Repeat the following for all classes 𝑐1 ∈ L(𝑡1): If 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷1, then use Forget1 on 𝑐1 to compute the
class 𝑐0 and add it to the list L(𝑡0). Otherwise, we have 𝑣 ∉ 𝐷1 and use Forget2 on 𝑐1 to compute
the class 𝑐′0 and add it to the list L(𝑡0).

Join Node. Let 𝑡0 be the unique parent of the nodes 𝑡1 and 𝑡2. Repeat the following for all pairs of
classes (𝑐1, 𝑐2) ∈ L(𝑡1) × L(𝑡2) where 𝑐1 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, 𝑓1) and 𝑐2 = (𝑘2, 𝐷2, 𝑓2): Check that 𝐷1 = 𝐷2
and if so apply Join on (𝑐1, 𝑐2) to get a class 𝑐0 for 𝑡0 and add it to the list L(𝑡0).

It remains to define the output of the procedure. For this let 𝑟 be the root of the tree decomposition.
Then, the algorithm outputs Yes if there is a class (𝑘0,∅,∅ ↦→ ℓ0) ∈ L(𝑟 ) for some 𝑘0 ∈ [0..𝑘] and
ℓ0 ∈ [0..ℓ − 1].

Correctness. Next we prove that this dynamic program is correct.

Claim 5.6 (Correctness). For all nodes 𝑡0, integers 0 ≤ 𝑘0 ≤ 𝑘 , vertex sets 𝐷0 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡 \ 𝑈 , and functions

𝑓0 : 2𝑋𝑡 \𝐷0 → [0..𝑛], the following two statements are equivalent:

• There is a set 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡 \𝑈 of class (𝑘0, 𝐷0, 𝑓0) for 𝑡0.

• (𝑘0, 𝐷0, 𝑓0) ∈ L(𝑡0).

Proof of Claim. By the definition of the dynamic program, it suffices to show that the first statement
implies the second statement. We prove the correctness inductively based on the type of the node in
the tree decomposition.

Leaf Node. Since the bags of the leaf nodes do not contain any vertices, no vertices can be deleted.
By assumption, the leaf nodes do not have children and hence, there is only the empty packing
which contains no copy of 𝐾𝑞 .
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Introduce Node. If the set 𝐷 is of class 𝑐0 and 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷 , then 𝐷 \ {𝑣} is of some class 𝑐1 for 𝑡1. By
induction, we get 𝑐1 ∈ L(𝑡1). From the algorithm and the properties of Intro1, we obtain a class
𝑐 such that 𝐷 is of class 𝑐 for 𝑡0. Moreover, the algorithm adds 𝑐 to L(𝑡0). Since each set 𝐷 has
exactly one class for each node, we have 𝑐0 = 𝑐 and thus, 𝑐0 ∈ L(𝑡0).
Note, that if 𝑣 ∉ 𝐷 , then we similarly get that 𝑐0 ∈ L(𝑡0) by using Intro2.

Forget Node. The result follows analogously to the introduce node.

Join Node. Assume that𝐷 is of class 𝑐0. If we consider𝐷 ′ = 𝐷∩𝑉𝑡1 and𝐷 ′′ = 𝐷∩𝑉𝑡2 , we have that𝐷 ′

and 𝐷 ′′ are of classes 𝑐1 and 𝑐2 for 𝑡1 and 𝑡2, respectively. By the induction hypothesis it follows
that 𝑐1 ∈ L(𝑡1) and 𝑐2 ∈ L(𝑡2). From the definition of the algorithm and the properties of Join,
it follows that 𝐷 ′ ∪ 𝐷 ′′ = 𝐷 is of some class 𝑐 for 𝑡0. By the uniqueness of classes, we conclude
𝑐 = 𝑐0 and therefore, 𝑐0 ∈ L(𝑡0). ⊳

As the last step we prove the running time of the algorithm.

Claim 5.7. Let 𝐿 denote the maximum length of a listL(𝑡) for all nodes 𝑡 . Then, the algorithm terminates

in time 𝐿2 · 2poly(tw) · poly(𝑛).

Proof of Claim. Computing a nice tree decomposition is possible in time 2poly(tw) · poly(𝑛) [17, Chap-
ter 7]. Observe that handling the join nodes dominates the running time as we have to consider up
to 𝐿2 different pairs of classes. Because each new class can be computed in time 2poly(tw) , the claim
follows. ⊳

We conclude the proof by bounding the number of classes (𝑘0, 𝐷0, 𝑓0) that can appear for each
node 𝑡0. There are 𝑘 choices for 𝑘0 and at most 2tw+1 choices for 𝐷0. By a naive bound, the number of
choices of function 𝑓0 is 𝑛2

tw+1 . We claim that the number of functions appearing in the algorithm is
actually 22O(tw) . This would conclude the proof, as it means that the running time of the algorithm is
22O(tw) poly(𝑛).

Recall, that 𝑓0(∅) is the maximum integer in the image of 𝑓0. Moreover, the smallest integer is
at most tw + 1 smaller because avoiding single additional vertex can decrease the packing number
by at most one. Therefore, the maximum and the minimum in the image differ by at most tw + 1.
In conclusion, the number of functions is bounded by 𝑛 · (tw + 1)2tw+1 as there are 𝑛 choices for the
maximum (obtained at 𝑓0(∅)) and tw + 1 choices for the values of the remaining 2tw+1 subsets. □

6 Edge-HitPack Parameterized by Treewidth:

Single-Exponential Algorithm

In this section, we show that for 𝑞 = 2, the algorithm of Section 5 for 𝑞-Cliqe-HitPack runs in time
2poly(tw) · 𝑛O(1) without any changes whatsoever to the algorithm.

Theorem 1.12. Edge-HitPack can be solved in time 2poly(tw) · 𝑛O(1)
, where tw is the treewidth of the

graph.

In light of Claim 5.7, it is sufficient to give an upper bound on the number of different classes that
subsets 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡 \ 𝐷 can have at each node 𝑡 of the tree decomposition. As |𝐷 \ 𝐷0 | can take at most 𝑛
different values and𝐷∩𝑋𝑡 can take at most 2tw+1 different values, it boils down to bounding the number
of different functions 𝑓 (𝐴) = 𝜈 (𝐺𝑡 − (𝐷 ∪ 𝐴)) that can arise for a fixed graph 𝐺𝑡 and different sets 𝐷
(note that function 𝜈𝐾2 = 𝜈 denotes the size of the maximummatching). The main combinatorial result
of this section is precisely such a bound. This immediately shows that the algorithm of Theorem 1.7
for 𝑞 = 2 runs in time 2poly(tw) · 𝑛O(1) , proving Theorem 1.12.
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Lemma 2.1. Let𝐺 be an 𝑛-vertex graph over a vertex set𝑉 ⊇ [𝑘] for some integer 𝑘 . Let 𝑓𝐺,𝑘 : 2[𝑘 ] → Z+
be the function defined by 𝑓𝐺,𝑘 (𝑆) = 𝜈 (𝐺 − 𝑆). For each 𝑘 and 𝑛, there are 𝑛 · 2O(𝑘3 )

functions 𝑓𝐺,𝑘 that

can arise this way.

Before, we prove Lemma 2.1 we restate Lemma 2.2. Note, that we have already proven Lemma 2.2
in Section 2.

Lemma 2.2. Let 𝐺 be a graph over a vertex set 𝑉 ⊇ [𝑘] for some integer 𝑘 . Let us define the function

ℎ𝐺,𝑘 : 2[𝑘 ] → {0, 1} the following way:

ℎ𝐺,𝑘 (𝑆) =
{
1 if 𝐺 − 𝑆 has a perfect matching,

0 otherwise.

For each integer 𝑘 , the number of distinct functions ℎ𝐺,𝑘 is 2O(𝑘3 )
.

The following lemma proves a stronger statement, giving a bound on the number of possibilities
for a more expressive function that describes how that size of the maximum matching changes when
removing a set 𝑆 . We prove this generalization using a simple purely graph-theoretical construction.
Let 𝜈 (𝐺) be the size of the maximum matching in 𝐺 . Observe that removing a vertex cannot increase
this value and can decrease it only by at most 1. Thus 𝜈 (𝐺) − 𝜈 (𝐺 − 𝑆) is always between 0 and |𝑆 |.

Lemma 6.1. Let𝐺 be a graph over a vertex set𝑉 ⊇ [𝑘] for some integer 𝑘 . Let 𝑔𝐺,𝑘 : 2[𝑘 ] → {0, 1, . . . , 𝑘}
be the function defined by 𝑔𝐺,𝑘 (𝑆) = 𝜈 (𝐺) − 𝜈 (𝐺 − 𝑆). For each 𝑘 , there are 2O(𝑘3 )

functions 𝑔𝐺,𝑘 that can

arise this way.

Proof. Let 𝑑 = 𝜈 (𝐺). Let us construct the graph 𝐺∗ from 𝐺 by introducing 𝑛 − 2𝑑 + 2𝑘 independent
vertices that are adjacent to every original vertex of 𝐺 . Graph 𝐺∗ has as set 𝑉 ∗ of 𝑛∗ = 2𝑛 − 2𝑑 + 2𝑘
vertices. Let 𝑡 = min{3𝑘, 𝑛 − 2𝑑 + 2𝑘} ≤ 3𝑘 . For notational convenience, let us rename the vertices
of 𝐺∗ such that 𝑡 of the newly introduced vertices form the set {𝑘 + 1, . . . , 𝑘 + 𝑡}. Let 𝑘0 := 𝑘 + 𝑡 , we
have [𝑘0] ⊆ 𝑉 ∗. Let ℎ𝐺∗,𝑘0 : 2[𝑘0 ] → {0, 1} be the function defined for 𝐺∗ and 𝑘0 as in Lemma 2.2. We
claim that 𝑔𝐺,𝑘 (𝑆) for any 𝑆 ⊆ [𝑘] can be deduced from the function ℎ𝐺∗,𝑘0 . As Lemma 2.2 asserts that
there are at most 2O(𝑘30 ) = 2O(𝑘3 ) possible functions ℎ𝐺∗,𝑘0 , the same bound also holds for the number
of possible functions 𝑔𝐺,𝑘 .

Let 𝑆 ⊆ [𝑘] be an arbitrary subset and let 𝑠 = |𝑆 |. Then 𝐺 − 𝑆 has a matching of size at least 𝑑 − 𝑠 ,
which leaves at most 𝑛 − 𝑠 − 2(𝑑 − 𝑠) = 𝑛 + 𝑠 − 2𝑑 vertices uncovered. As every matching in 𝐺 − 𝑆
has size at most 𝑑 , every matching leaves at least 𝑛 − 𝑠 − 2𝑑 vertices uncovered. Let us show how the
existence of a matching in 𝐺 − 𝑆 that leaves at most a certain number of vertices uncovered can be
deduced from the function 𝑓 . Let 𝑥 ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2𝑘} such that 𝑛 − 𝑠 − 2𝑑 + 𝑥 ≥ 0 (hence 𝑠 − 𝑥 ≤ 𝑛 − 2𝑑)
and let 𝑐 = 2𝑘 + 𝑠 − 𝑥 . Note that 𝑠 ≤ 𝑘 implies that 𝑐 ≤ 3𝑘 and 𝑠 − 𝑥 ≤ 𝑛 − 2𝑑 implies 𝑐 ≤ 𝑛 − 2𝑑 + 2𝑘 .
Thus 𝑐 ≤ 𝑡 and let 𝑆∗ = 𝑆 ∪ {𝑘 + 1, . . . , 𝑘 + 𝑐}. We claim that 𝐺 − 𝑆 has a matching leaving at most
𝑛 − 𝑠 − 2𝑑 + 𝑥 vertices uncovered if and only if 𝐺∗ − 𝑆∗ has a perfect matching. Consider a matching
𝑀 of 𝐺 − 𝑆 that leaves 𝑛 − 𝑠 − 2𝑑 + 𝑥 vertices uncovered. In 𝐺∗ − 𝑆∗, the number of newly introduced
vertices is exactly 𝑛 − 2𝑑 + 2𝑘 − 𝑐 = 𝑛 − 2𝑑 + 𝑥 − 𝑠 , thus 𝑀 can be completed to a perfect matching
𝑀∗ of 𝐺∗ − 𝑆∗. Similarly, if 𝐺 − 𝑆 has a perfect matching, then 𝑛 − 2𝑑 + 2𝑘 − 𝑐 = 𝑛 + 𝑥 − 𝑠 − 2𝑑 newly
introduced vertices are covered in this matching. If we remove the edges of𝑀∗ incident to these edges,
then we obtain a matching of 𝐺 − 𝑆 avoiding exactly this number 𝑛 + 𝑥 − 𝑠 − 2𝑑 of vertices of 𝐺 − 𝑆 .
Thus 𝑓𝐺,𝑘 (𝑆) ≤ 𝑖 for any 𝑆 ⊆ [𝑘] and any 0 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑘 can be deduced given the function ℎ𝐺∗,𝑘0 . □

Now the proof of Lemma 2.1 follows immediately.

Proof of Lemma 2.1. In the 𝑛 vertex graph 𝐺 , there are 𝑛 possibilities for the value of 𝜈 (𝐺). Let us
consider those functions 𝑓𝐺,𝑘 that arise from some 𝑛-vertex graph 𝐺 with 𝜈 (𝐺) = 𝑑 for some fixed
integer 𝑑 . Then by Lemma 6.1, there are 2O(𝑘3 ) possibilities for the function 𝑔𝐺,𝑘 = 𝑑 −𝜈 (𝐺 −𝑆), which
implies that there are only that many possibilities for the function 𝑓𝐺,𝑘 . Considering every possible 𝑑 ,
this proves the bound of 𝑛 · 2O(𝑘3 ) . □
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(a) The graph 𝐻 .

𝑋𝑡

𝑉𝑡

(b) An example for a (partial) 𝐻 -packing for
𝐺𝑡 . Note that in the upper left only a sub-
graph of 𝐻 is packed.

𝑋𝑡

↑

↓

(c) A graphical representation of the type
(part, 𝐻1, ℎ1, 𝐻2, ℎ2) for the partial packing.
The three left-most vertices are not covered
and form part 0, the highlighted five-vertex
graph in the middle forms 𝐻1, and the high-
lighted four-vertex graph on the right corre-
sponds to 𝐻2. The functions ℎ1 and ℎ2 map
the vertices in 𝐻1 and 𝐻2 as depicted.

Figure 7.1: An illustration for a node 𝑡 of how a partial packing and its type relate to each other.
The black vertices and edges correspond to the edges and vertices of 𝐺 . The deleted vertices are in-
dicated by hollow dots. The highlighted vertices and edges show how the copies of 𝐻 are packed to
the vertices of 𝐺 . A highlighted vertex or edge with a white filling, indicates that we do not know to
which vertices and edges of 𝐺 the ones of 𝐻 correspond.

7 𝑯 -HitPack Parameterized by Treewidth:

Double-Exponential Algorithm

In Section 5 we have seen the algorithm for𝐻 -HitPack parameterized by treewidth when𝐻 is a clique.
In the following we consider the general case when 𝐻 is an arbitrary connected graph with at least
three vertices. Note that if 𝐻 has only two vertices, the problem is precisely 𝐾2-HitPack. In this
case the result follows by Theorem 1.7 or rather by Theorem 1.12 proving the improved running time.
Formally, we prove Theorem 1.6.

Theorem 1.6. For any fixed connected graph 𝐻 , 𝐻 -HitPack can be solved in time 22O(tw log tw) · 𝑛O(1)
,

where tw is the treewidth of the input graph.

Recall that for the case when 𝐻 is a clique we heavily exploited that, for each clique appearing in
the final packing, there is one bag containing all vertices covered by this clique. By this property we
could describe the states for each node by a function based on the subsets of the bag.

When now considering the more general case we do not have this assumption anymore. Instead,
a copy of the graph 𝐻 in the packing might cover vertices from many different bags (think of a long
path for example). Hence, the algorithm does not “see” all vertices of the copy at the same time and
therefore, also has to deal with partial packings. Such a partial packing is some variant of a packing
where we also allow that subgraphs of 𝐻 appear in the packing (in a controlled way). For each such
partial packing we define a type which describes how the packing interacts with the bag. See Figure 7.1
for an illustration of these concepts.

Then the idea of the algorithm is as follows. For each node 𝑡 we consider all possible types that a
packing could have with respect to this node. For each such type𝑇 , we store a bound on the maximum
number of copies of 𝐻 that can appear in any partial packing of type 𝑇 .

We start by introducing the notation and concepts needed to formally state the dynamic program.
The algorithm is then presented in Section 7.1, its correctness is proven in Section 7.2, and the runtime
is analyzed in Section 7.3.
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Partial𝑯 -packings. Let 𝐼 = (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ) be an instance of 𝐻 -HitPack and let tw be the treewidth
of𝐺 . As a first step the algorithm computes an optimal tree decomposition of𝐺 Now consider a node
𝑡 of the computed tree decomposition of width tw. It is well-known that this can be done in time
2poly(tw) poly(𝑛) [8, 45]. We additionally introduce some notation when working with tree decompo-
sitions. When 𝑡 denotes some node of a tree decomposition, then we define 𝑋𝑡 as the associated bag.
We denote by 𝑉𝑡 the vertex set of the subtree of the tree decomposition that is rooted in 𝑡 , and define
𝐺𝑡 = 𝐺 [𝑉𝑡 ] as the corresponding graph.

For some integers 𝑝, 𝑞 ≥ 0, a tuple 𝑃 = (ℎ1, . . . , ℎ𝑝 , 𝐻 1, ℎ1, 𝐻 2, ℎ2, . . . , 𝐻𝑞, ℎ𝑞) is a partial 𝐻 -packing
for 𝐺𝑡 (or just 𝑡 for short) if the following holds:

• Each ℎ𝑖 is an injective homomorphism from𝐻 to𝐺𝑡 \𝑋𝑡 . We refer to these as the complete copies

of 𝐻 (in 𝑃 ).

• Each 𝐻 𝑗 is an induced subgraph of 𝐻 , and each ℎ 𝑗 is an injective homomorphism from 𝐻 𝑗 to𝐺𝑡
whose image has a non-empty intersection with 𝑋𝑡 . We refer to these as the partial copies of 𝐻
(in 𝑃 ).4

• The images of all ℎ𝑖 , ℎ 𝑗 are pairwise vertex disjoint.

• For each 𝑗 ∈ [𝑞], we refer to a vertex of 𝐻 𝑗 that has a neighbor in 𝐻 outside of 𝐻 𝑗 as a border
vertex of 𝐻 𝑗 . All such border vertices are mapped to a vertex from 𝑋𝑡 by ℎ 𝑗 .

Types. Next, we define so-called types for 𝑡 . Intuitively, such a type describes how a partial 𝐻 -
packing for 𝐺𝑡 interacts with the vertices from the bag 𝑋𝑡 . For this we first consider a function part,
which partitions the vertices in the bag 𝑋𝑡 . Here, we also introduce a part 0, which we interpret to
include those vertices that are not covered by any copy of𝐻 . All other parts of the partition are associ-
ated with some induced subgraph 𝐻𝑖 of 𝐻 together with a function ℎ𝑖 that specifies which vertex from
the bag belongs to which vertex of 𝐻𝑖 , that is, ℎ𝑖 points out 𝐻𝑖 as a (not necessarily induced) subgraph
on the vertices in 𝑋𝑡 . Formally, we represent these (labeled) subgraphs by injective homomorphisms
from 𝐻𝑖 to𝐺 [𝑋𝑡 ]. In addition, ℎ𝑖 includes information about the vertices of 𝐻 that are not in 𝐻𝑖 . These
vertices are labeled using two special symbols ↑ and ↓ to indicate that they lie above 𝑋𝑡 , i.e., not in 𝑉𝑡 ,
or below 𝑋𝑡 , i.e., in 𝑉𝑡 \ 𝑋𝑡 , respectively.

Definition 7.1 (Type for 𝑡 , 𝐷-avoiding). For some 0 ≤ 𝑤 ≤ |𝑋𝑡 |, a type 𝑇 for 𝑡 is defined as a tuple

𝑇 = (part, 𝐻1, ℎ1, . . . , 𝐻𝑤, ℎ𝑤) such that

• part is a function 𝑋𝑡 → [0..𝑤] and, for each 𝑖 ∈ [𝑤], we set 𝑋𝑡 (𝑖) B part−1(𝑖),

• for all 𝑖 ∈ [𝑤], 𝐻𝑖 is a non-empty induced subgraph of 𝐻 with |𝑋𝑡 (𝑖) | vertices, and

• for all 𝑖 ∈ [𝑤], ℎ𝑖 is a function from 𝑉 (𝐻 ) to 𝑋𝑡 (𝑖) ∪ {↓, ↑} such that ℎ𝑖 |𝑉 (𝐻𝑖 ) is an injective

homomorphism from 𝐻𝑖 to 𝐺 [𝑋𝑡 (𝑖)].

If for some set 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡 it holds that part(𝑣) = 0 for all 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷 , then we say that 𝑇 is 𝐷-avoiding.

In the following definition we define the type of a partial 𝐻 -packing.

Definition 7.2 (Type of a partial 𝐻 -packing). Let 𝑃 = (ℎ1, . . . , ℎ𝑝 , 𝐻 1, ℎ1, . . . , 𝐻𝑞, ℎ𝑞) be a partial 𝐻 -

packing for 𝐺𝑡 with regard to 𝑋𝑡 .

• Let part : 𝑋𝑡 → [0..𝑞] be the function with part(𝑣) = 𝑗 ∈ [𝑞] if 𝑣 ∈ 𝑋𝑡 is in the image of ℎ 𝑗 ; and

part(𝑣) = 0 otherwise.

• For all 𝑗 ∈ [𝑞], we set 𝐻 𝑗 B 𝐻 𝑗

[
ℎ
−1
𝑗 (𝑋𝑡 )

]
.

4Note that 𝐻 𝑗 = 𝐻 is possible and this counts as a partial copy as long as the image intersects the bag 𝑋𝑇 .
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• For all 𝑗 ∈ [𝑞], we define ℎ̂ 𝑗 : 𝑉 (𝐻 ) → 𝑋𝑡 ∪ {↑, ↓} with

ℎ̂ 𝑗 (𝑎) B


↑, 𝑎 ∉ ℎ

−1
𝑗 (𝑉𝑡 ),

ℎ𝑖 (𝑎), 𝑎 ∈ ℎ−1𝑗 (𝑋𝑡 ),
↓, 𝑎 ∈ ℎ−1𝑗 (𝑉𝑡 \ 𝑋𝑡 ) .

Then 𝑇 = (part, 𝐻1, ℎ̂1, . . . , 𝐻𝑞, ℎ̂𝑞) is the type of 𝑃 .
Remark 7.3. It is straightforward to check that the type of a partial 𝐻 -packing for𝐺𝑡 with regard to 𝑋𝑡
is a type for 𝑡 with𝑤 = 𝑞.

With the definition of partial 𝐻 -packings of a certain type, we define the 𝑇 -completion number.
Definition 7.4 (𝑇 -completion number). Let 𝑇 be a type for 𝑡 . Consider the partial 𝐻 -packings for 𝐺𝑡
with respect to 𝑋𝑡 that have type𝑇 . The 𝑇 -completion number of𝐺𝑡 (with respect to 𝑋𝑡 ) is the maximum

number of complete copies of 𝐻 obtained for such a partial 𝐻 -packing of type 𝑇 .

We prove a bound on the number of types in terms of tw and the size of 𝐻 .
Lemma 7.5. Let 𝐻 be a fixed graph. For all nodes 𝑡 and all sets 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡 , let T𝑡 (𝐷) denote the set of all
possible 𝐷-avoiding types for 𝑡 .

Then we get that |T𝑡 (𝐷) | ≤ twO(tw·poly( |𝐻 | ) )
.

Proof. As 𝑤 ≤ |𝑋𝑡 | ≤ tw + 1 there are at most (tw + 2)tw+1 choices for the function part. For each 𝐻𝑖
there are at most 2 |𝑉 (𝐻 ) | choices, and for each ℎ𝑖 there are at most (tw + 3) |𝑉 (𝐻 ) | choices. Hence, the
total number of types is bounded by

(tw + 2)tw+1 ·
(
2 |𝑉 (𝐻 ) | · (tw + 3) |𝑉 (𝐻 ) |

)tw+1
which is upper bounded by twO(tw·poly( |𝐻 | ) ) and thus proves the claim. □

As a next step we define some notation which we use to modify types. We will use the following
notation for neighborhoods: For a vertex 𝑣 of 𝐺 , we use 𝑁𝐺 (𝑣) to denote the neighborhood of 𝑣 in 𝐺 ,
that is, the set of all vertices that share an edge with 𝑣 . For a subset 𝑈 of the vertices of 𝐺 , we use
𝑁𝑈 (𝑣) to denote the set of neighbors of 𝑣 in𝑈 .

Extending Types by a Vertex. Let𝑇 = (part, 𝐻1, ℎ1, . . . , 𝐻𝑤, ℎ𝑤) be some type for 𝑡 and let 𝑣 be
a vertex not in𝐺𝑡 and thus, also not in𝑋𝑡 . For all 𝑖 ∈ [0..𝑤], we define extend(𝑇, 𝑣 ↦→ 𝑖) as the set of all
possible types for 𝑡 ′ with 𝑋𝑡 ′ = 𝑋𝑡 ∪ {𝑣} that extend 𝑇 in the sense that now the vertex 𝑣 is contained
in the 𝑖th part (which might be a new one). These extensions also consider all possible ways in which
𝑣 could appear in the corresponding (partial) copy of 𝐻 .

Formally, we define extend(𝑇, 𝑣 ↦→ 𝑖) as follows:

• If 𝑣 is not covered by a (partial) copy of 𝐻 then it is included in part 0:

extend(𝑇, 𝑣 ↦→ 0) B {(part |𝑣 ↦→0, 𝐻1, ℎ1, . . . , 𝐻𝑤, ℎ𝑤)}. (7.1)

• Suppose 𝑣 is covered by a vertex 𝑎 of a copy of𝐻 for which the corresponding induced subgraph
𝐻𝑖 of𝐻 already covers other vertices of𝑋𝑡 (this implies that 𝑎 is not in𝐻𝑖 ), i.e., the corresponding
(partial) copy of 𝐻 is already considered as part of the type 𝑇 . Then 𝑣 is included in part 𝑖 , let
part′ be the corresponding extension of part. Moreover, 𝐻𝑖 is adjusted to include the vertex 𝑎, so
let 𝐻𝑖,𝑎 B 𝐻 [𝑉 (𝐻𝑖) ∪ {𝑎}]. Finally, ℎ𝑖,𝑎 is a mapping from 𝑉 (𝐻 ) to 𝑋𝑡 ′ ∪ {↑, ↓} that is identical
to ℎ𝑖 , with the exception that ℎ𝑖,𝑎 (𝑎) = 𝑣 . Ultimately, as we care about subgraph copies of 𝐻 in
𝐺 , edges of 𝐻 should be preserved, and so we need only consider the set A containing those
vertices 𝑎 of 𝐻 with 𝑁𝐻𝑖

(𝑎) ∈ 𝑁𝑋𝑡
(𝑣). So, for each 𝑖 ∈ [𝑤], we define

extend(𝑇, 𝑣 ↦→ 𝑖) B
⋃
𝑎∈A

{(part′, 𝐻1, ℎ1, . . . , 𝐻𝑖,𝑎, ℎ𝑖,𝑎, . . . , 𝐻𝑤, ℎ𝑤)}. (7.2)
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• Finally, suppose that 𝑣 is covered by some copy of𝐻 that has not been considered yet. Then a new
part𝑤 + 1 is introduced, and 𝑣 is mapped to𝑤 + 1 by part′′, the corresponding extension of part.
The corresponding partial copy of 𝐻 then only holds the single vertex 𝑎, and a corresponding
mapping ℎ𝑎 maps every vertex of 𝐻 to ↑, except for 𝑎, which is mapped to 𝑣 . We set

extend(𝑇, 𝑣 ↦→ 𝑤 + 1) B
⋃

𝑎∈𝑉 (𝐻 )
{(part′′, 𝐻1, ℎ1, . . . , 𝐻𝑤, ℎ𝑤, 𝐻 [{𝑎}], ℎ𝑎)}. (7.3)

For the case when 𝑖 = 0, we know that there is only one type 𝑇 ′ ∈ extend(𝑇, 𝑣 ↦→ 0). Hence, we abuse
notation and directly write extend(𝑇, 𝑣 ↦→ 0) whenever we refer to 𝑇 ′.

Removing Vertices fromTypes. Nowwe define the converse of the previous operation, that is,
the modification of the types when we remove a vertex from a bag𝑋𝑡 . Let𝑇 = (part, 𝐻1, ℎ1, . . . , 𝐻𝑤, ℎ𝑤)
be some type for 𝑡 , and let 𝑣 be a vertex of the considered bag. Let 𝑋𝑡 ′ = 𝑋𝑡 \ {𝑡}. We define a set of
types remove(𝑇, 𝑣) for 𝑡 ′ as follows:

• If 𝑣 was not covered by any copy of 𝐻 , i.e., if part(𝑣) = 0, then we can simply remove it by
restricting part. Formally we set

remove(𝑇, 𝑣) = {(part |𝑋𝑡 ′ , 𝐻1, ℎ1, . . . , 𝐻𝑤, ℎ𝑤)}. (7.4)

• Suppose 𝑣 is the last vertex in its part of 𝑋𝑡 , that is, there is an 𝑖 ∈ [𝑤] with part(𝑣) = 𝑖 and
|𝑉 (𝐻𝑖) | = 1. Then remove this part from the type. It turns out that in this situation we can
assume that the corresponding copy of 𝐻 is completely below 𝑡 ′, i.e., if ℎ𝑖 maps every vertex of
𝐻 to ↓, except for 𝑣 . The reason for this is that otherwise some vertices covered by the respective
copy of 𝐻 would supposedly be not in 𝐺𝑡 ′ (that is, “above” 𝑡 ′), and some vertices covered by 𝐻
would be in 𝐺𝑡 ′ but none of them would be in 𝑋𝑡 ′ , which is a contradiction to the fact that 𝐻 is
connected and 𝑋𝑡 ′ a separator. In this case we set

remove(𝑇, 𝑣) = {(part |𝑋𝑡 ′ , 𝐻1, ℎ1, . . . , 𝐻𝑖−1, ℎ𝑖−1, 𝐻𝑖+1, ℎ𝑖+1, . . . , 𝐻𝑤, ℎ𝑤)}. (7.5)

• Finally, suppose that part(𝑣) = 𝑖 for some 𝑖 ∈ [𝑤], and that |𝑉 (𝐻𝑖) | > 1. In this case 𝑣 is removed
from part, and its preimage ℎ−1𝑖 (𝑣) is removed from 𝐻𝑖 , while the updated homomorphism ℎ′𝑖
is identical to ℎ𝑖 , with the exception that ℎ−1𝑖 (𝑣) is now mapped to ↓ (since it covers a vertex
“below” the bag 𝑋𝑡 ′ ). By the same argument as in the previous case, we can assume that none of
the vertices in 𝑁𝐻 (ℎ𝑖 (𝑣)) are mapped to ↑ by ℎ𝑖 . We set

remove(𝑡, 𝑣) = {(part |𝑋𝑡 ′ , 𝐻1, ℎ1, . . . , 𝐻𝑖 − ℎ−1𝑖 (𝑣), ℎ′𝑖 , . . . , 𝐻𝑤, ℎ𝑤)}. (7.6)

Combining Types. The last operation is used to combine two types. We use this later for the
join nodes. Let 𝑇1 = (part, 𝐻1, ℎ1, . . . , 𝐻𝑤, ℎ𝑤) and 𝑇2 = (part′, 𝐻 ′

1, ℎ
′
1, . . . , 𝐻

′
𝑤, ℎ

′
𝑤) be two types for the

same node 𝑡 . We define the addition of 𝑇1 and 𝑇2 as 𝑇1 ⊕ 𝑇2 if the following requirements are met
(otherwise, 𝑇1 ⊕ 𝑇2 is undefined):

• part = part′,

• 𝐻𝑖 = 𝐻 ′
𝑖 (for each 𝑖 ∈ [𝑤]),

• ℎ𝑖 |𝐻𝑖
= ℎ′𝑖 |𝐻 ′

𝑖
(for each 𝑖 ∈ [𝑤]), and

• {ℎ𝑖 (𝑎), ℎ′𝑖 (𝑎)} ≠ {↓} for all 𝑎 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐻 ).
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Then we define, for all 𝑖 ∈ [𝑤], the combined function (ℎ𝑖 ⊕ ℎ′𝑖 ) with

(ℎ𝑖 ⊕ ℎ′𝑖 ) (𝑎) B


↑, ℎ𝑖 (𝑎) = ℎ′𝑖 (𝑎) =↑,
𝑣, ℎ𝑖 (𝑎) = ℎ′𝑖 (𝑎) = 𝑣,
↓, (ℎ𝑖 (𝑎), ℎ′𝑖 (𝑎)) ∈ {(↑, ↓), (↓, ↑)},

∀𝑎 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐻 ) . (7.7)

Here the idea is that the way the vertices in𝑋𝑡 are covered does not change. If for one type some vertex
appears below and for the other above, then this vertex appears below for the combined type. If both
types require that the vertex appears above, then this also holds for the combined type.

Formally, we define the final type as

𝑇1 ⊕ 𝑇2 B (part, 𝐻1, ℎ1 ⊕ ℎ′1, . . . , 𝐻𝑤, ℎ𝑤 ⊕ ℎ′𝑤) (7.8)

Before we give the algorithm we prove one structural result that allows us to get an improved
running time.

Lemma 7.6. Let 𝐺 be a graph and 𝑡 be a node of its tree decomposition. Moreover, consider 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡
and 𝐷0 = 𝐷 ∩ 𝑋𝑡 . Let 𝐿 be the maximum 𝑇 -completion number taken over all types 𝑇 of some partial

𝐻 -packing for 𝐺𝑡 − 𝐷 with respect to 𝑋𝑡 \ 𝐷 . Then, for all 𝑇 ∈ T𝑡 (𝐷0), if there is a partial 𝐻 -packing of

type𝑇 , then there is a partial 𝐻 -packing of type𝑇 with at leastmax{𝐿 − |𝑋𝑡 | · |𝑉 (𝐻 ) |, 0} complete copies

of 𝐻 .

Proof. Let 𝑃 be some partial 𝐻 -packing for𝐺𝑡 −𝐷 with respect to 𝑋𝑡 \𝐷 containing 𝐿 complete copies
of 𝐻 .

Fix some arbitrary type 𝑇 ∈ T𝑡 (𝐷0) and some partial 𝐻 -packing 𝑄 of type 𝑇 for 𝐺𝑡 − 𝐷 . Note that
the complete copies of 𝐻 contained in some partial packing do not affect its type. So, by removing all
complete copies of 𝐻 in 𝑄 , we obtain another partial 𝐻 -packing 𝑄 ′ of type 𝑇 . Since each vertex in 𝑋𝑡
can be covered by at most one vertex from a copy of 𝐻 in 𝑄 ′, the partial packing 𝑄 ′ contains (partial)
copies of 𝐻 with a total of at most 𝑅 B |𝑋𝑡 | · |𝑉 (𝐻 ) | vertices.

Now let 𝑃 ′ be the packing obtained from 𝑃 by removing all (partial) copies of 𝐻 that cover some
vertex of 𝐺𝑡 that is also covered by a partial copy in 𝑄 ′. Since there are at most 𝑅 vertices covered
by partial copies of 𝑄 ′, the partial packing 𝑃 ′ contains at least 𝐿 − 𝑅 complete copies of 𝐻 . By the
construction of 𝑃 ′, the packings 𝑃 ′ and 𝑄 ′ are vertex-disjoint and therefore, 𝑃 ′ ∪ 𝑄 ′ is a partial 𝐻 -
packing of type 𝑇 which contains at least 𝐿 − 𝑅 complete copies of 𝐻 . This concludes the proof. □

Now we are ready to state the algorithm for 𝐻 -HitPack parameterized by treewidth.

7.1 Dynamic Program

Now, we present an algorithm behind the proof of Theorem 1.6. The algorithm is a dynamic program
based on the tree decomposition of the input graph and fills a table entry 𝐴[𝑡0, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓0] for all

• nodes 𝑡0, integers 𝑘0 ∈ [0..𝑘] and ℓ0 ∈ [0..ℓ],

• subsets 𝐷0 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡0 \𝑈 ,

• functions 𝑓0 : T𝑡 (𝐷0) → [0..(tw + 1) · |𝑉 (𝐻 ) |] ∪ {⊥}.

Now, we define featured sets which are precisely the sets the algorithm counts.

Definition 7.7 (Featured set). We say that a vertex set 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡0 \𝑈 with 𝐷0 ⊆ 𝐷 and |𝐷 \ 𝐷0 | = 𝑘0 is
featured in (𝑡0, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓0) if the following two conditions hold:

• For every type𝑇 ∈ T𝑡 (𝐷0) with 𝑓0(𝑇 ) ≠ ⊥, the𝑇 -completion number for𝐺𝑡0 −𝐷 (i.e., the maximum

number of complete copies of 𝐻 in a partial 𝐻 -packing of type 𝑇 ) is exactly ℓ0 − 𝑓0(𝑇 ).
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• For every type 𝑇 ∈ T𝑡 (𝐷0) with 𝑓0(𝑇 ) = ⊥, there is no partial 𝐻 -packing for 𝐺𝑡0 − 𝐷 of type 𝑇 .

Henceforth, we define𝐴[𝑡0, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓0] to be the number of sets that are featured in (𝑡0, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓0).
This concludes the definition of the dynamic programming table. Note that here we solve the counting
version. For the decision version, it would suffice if table 𝐴 stores Boolean values.

Let 𝑟 be the root node of the tree decomposition such that the corresponding bag 𝑋𝑟 does not
contain any vertices. Note that the only valid type for 𝑟 is the empty type, which we denote by (∅).
Then the algorithm returns

𝑘∑︁
𝑘0=0

ℓ−1∑︁
ℓ0=0

𝐴[𝑟, 𝑘0,∅, ℓ0, (∅) ↦→ 0],

as the number of solutions for the given instance of 𝐻 -HitPack.
As the program deals with each table entry separately, fix some node 𝑡 , some integer 𝑘0 ∈ [0..𝑘],

some set𝐷0 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡 , some integer ℓ0 ∈ [0..ℓ], and some function 𝑓 : T𝑡 (𝐷0) → [0..(tw+1) · |𝑉 (𝐻 ) |] ∪{⊥}.
For ease of notation we define 𝑅 B (tw + 1) · |𝑉 (𝐻 ) | for the range of the integers in the image of 𝑓 .

Leaf Node. If 𝑡 is a leaf node we set𝐴[𝑡, 0,∅, 0, (∅) ↦→ 0] B 1. For all other combinations we set the
table entry to be 0.

Introduce Node. Let 𝑡 ′ be the child of 𝑡 and let 𝑣 be the vertex introduced at 𝑡 , that is, 𝑋𝑡 = 𝑋𝑡 ′ ∪{𝑣}.

Case 1: 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷0. Then, we first define the function 𝑓 ′ : T𝑡 ′ (𝐷0 \ {𝑣}) → [0..𝑅] ∪ {⊥} such as

𝑓 ′(𝑇 ′) = 𝑓 (extend(𝑇 ′, 𝑣 ↦→ 0)) . (7.9)

Using this we set the table entry as

𝐴[𝑡, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓 ] B 𝐴[𝑡 ′, 𝑘0, 𝐷0 \ {𝑣}, ℓ0, 𝑓 ′] . (7.10)

Case 2: 𝑣 ∉ 𝐷0. We first perform two checks for the function 𝑓 .
First, we iterate over all types 𝑇 ∈ T𝑡 (𝐷0). Let 𝑖 = part(𝑣) be the partition of 𝑣 in 𝑇 . If 𝑖 = 0, then

the check succeeds directly for this type. Otherwise, we let 𝑎 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐻𝑖) be the vertex such that ℎ𝑖 (𝑎) = 𝑣
in 𝑇 . For all 𝑏 ∈ 𝑁𝐻𝑖

(𝑣), we check if ℎ𝑖 (𝑏) ∈ 𝑁𝐺 (𝑣). If this condition is true, we proceed to the next
type. Otherwise, we check whether 𝑓 (𝑇 ) = ⊥. If this test fails for any type, we define the table entry
of 𝐴 to be 0.

As a second step, for all 𝑇 ′ ∈ T𝑡 ′ (𝐷0), we check if there exists 𝑐𝑇 ′ ∈ [0..𝑅] such that, for all
𝑇 ∈ ⋃tw+1

𝑖=0 extend(𝑇 ′, 𝑣 ↦→ 𝑖) with 𝑓 (𝑇 ) ≠ ⊥, it holds that 𝑓 (𝑇 ) = 𝑐𝑇 ′ . If this condition is satisfied, we
define the function 𝑓 ′ : T𝑡 ′ (𝐷0) → [0..𝑅] ∪ {⊥} with 𝑓 ′(𝑇 ′) = 𝑐𝑇 ′ and set

𝐴[𝑡, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓 ] B 𝐴[𝑡 ′, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓
′] (7.11)

Otherwise, the table entry is set to 0.

Forget Node. Let 𝑡 ′ be the unique child of 𝑡 and let 𝑣 be the vertex forgotten, that is, 𝑋𝑡 = 𝑋𝑡 ′ \ {𝑣}.
First, we define function 𝑓1 : T𝑡 ′ (𝐷0 ∪ {𝑣}) → [0..𝑅] ∪ {⊥} as

𝑓1(𝑇 ′) = 𝑓 (remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)) . (7.12)

Next, we define function 𝑓2 : T𝑡 ′ (𝐷0) → [0..𝑅 + 1] ∪ {⊥} as

𝑓2(𝑇 ′) =


⊥, if 𝑓 (remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)) = ⊥,
𝑓 (remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)) + 1, if part(𝑣) ≠ 0 and |𝐻part(𝑣) | = 1,
𝑓 (remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)), otherwise.

(7.13)
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We define

𝑟min = min
𝑇 ′∈T𝑡 ′ (𝐷0 ) :𝑓2 (𝑇 ′ )≠⊥

𝑓2(𝑇 ′) and 𝑟max = max
𝑇 ′∈T𝑡 ′ (𝐷0 ) :𝑓2 (𝑇 ′ )≠⊥

𝑓2(𝑇 ′)

as the smallest and largest value in the image of 𝑓2 respectively. Now, we have two cases. If 𝑣 ∈ 𝑈 ,
then we can assume that 𝑟max − 𝑟min ≤ 𝑅 (otherwise the table entry can be set to 0 directly) and we fill
out the table

𝐴[𝑡, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓 ] B 𝐴[𝑡 ′, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0 − 𝑟min, 𝑓2 − 𝑟min] . (7.14)

Otherwise, we know that 𝑣 ∉ 𝑈 . If 𝑟max − 𝑟min ≤ 𝑅, then we fill the table entry as

𝐴[𝑡, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓 ] B 𝐴[𝑡 ′, 𝑘0 − 1, 𝐷0 ∪ {𝑣}, ℓ0, 𝑓1] +𝐴[𝑡 ′, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0 − 𝑟min, 𝑓2 − 𝑟min] . (7.15)

Otherwise we ignore the second part of the definition and set

𝐴[𝑡, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓 ] B 𝐴[𝑡 ′, 𝑘0 − 1, 𝐷0 ∪ {𝑣}, ℓ0, 𝑓1] . (7.16)

Join Node. Now, we describe the join operation. Let 𝑡1, 𝑡2 be the two children of 𝑡 with the same bag
as 𝑡 .

We need to guarantee that⊥ propagates correctly. Therefore, we introduce the following definition.

Definition 7.8 (Compatible Tuples). We say that three integers ℓ0, ℓ1, ℓ2 ∈ [0..ℓ] and three functions

𝑓 , 𝑓1, 𝑓2 from types to [0..𝑅] ∪ {⊥} are compatible if the following conditions are satisfied:
• exist 𝑇1 and 𝑇2 with 𝑓1(𝑇1) = 𝑓2(𝑇2) = 0, and
• 𝑓 (𝑇1 ⊕ 𝑇2) = ⊥ if and only if 𝑓1(𝑇1) = ⊥ or 𝑓2(𝑇2) = ⊥ for any types 𝑇1,𝑇2, and
• ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇1 ⊕ 𝑇2) = ℓ1 − 𝑓1(𝑇1) + ℓ2 − 𝑓2(𝑇2) for all types 𝑇1,𝑇2 (if none of the terms is ⊥).

Now, we let 𝐴[𝑡, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓 ] be∑︁
𝑘1,𝑘2∈[0..𝑘 ]:
𝑘0=𝑘1+𝑘2

∑︁
ℓ1,ℓ2,𝑓1,𝑓2

compatible with ℓ0,𝑓0

𝐴[𝑡1, 𝑘1, 𝐷0, ℓ1, 𝑓1] · 𝐴[𝑡2, 𝑘2, 𝐷0, ℓ2, 𝑓2] . (7.17)

This concludes the description of the dynamic programming recursion.

7.2 Correctness

It remains to prove the correctness of this dynamic program.

Lemma 7.9 (Correctness). For all nodes 𝑡 , integers 𝑘0 ∈ [0..𝑘], vertex sets 𝐷0 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡 , integers ℓ0 ∈ [0..ℓ],
functions 𝑓 : T𝑡 (𝐷0) → [0..𝑅] ∪ {⊥}, and integers 𝑐 ≥ 0, the following two statements are equivalent:

(P.1) There are exactly 𝑐 pairwise different vertex sets 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡 \𝑈 with 𝐷0 ⊆ 𝐷 and |𝐷 \ 𝐷0 | = 𝑘0 such
that, for all types𝑇 ∈ T𝑡 (𝐷0), the𝑇 -completion number for𝐺𝑡 −𝐷 is exactly ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇 ) if 𝑓 (𝑇 ) ≠ ⊥
or there is no partial 𝐻 -packing of type 𝑇 .

(P.2) 𝐴[𝑡, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓 ] = 𝑐 .

Proof. We prove the statement inductively by handling each possible type of a node 𝑡 of the tree de-
composition individually.

Leaf Node. There is only one way to select no vertices from the empty set and hence, the statement
is trivially true.
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Introduce Node. We distinguish two subcases based on whether 𝑣 is in 𝐷0.

Case 1: 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷0. We first consider the case when 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷0. Recall that 𝑣 is not part of any (partial)
covering in this case. Recall the definition of function 𝑓 ′ from Equation (7.9):

𝑓 ′ : T𝑡 ′ (𝐷0 \ {𝑣}) → [0..𝑅] ∪ {⊥} where 𝑓 ′(𝑇 ′) = 𝑓 (extend(𝑇 ′, 𝑣 ↦→ 0)) .

Our goal is to show that (P.1) for (𝑡, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓 , 𝑐) is equivalent to (P.1) for (𝑡 ′, 𝑘0, 𝐷0 \ {𝑣}, ℓ0, 𝑓 ′, 𝑐).
Then, by the induction hypothesis, this is equivalent to (P.2) for (𝑡 ′, 𝑘0, 𝐷0 \ {𝑣}, ℓ0, 𝑓 ′, 𝑐) and, by the
definition of the table entry from Equation (7.10), this is equivalent to (P.2) for (𝑡, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓 , 𝑐).

To prove the above equivalence, we define a bijection𝜓 from the partial solutions for (𝑡, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓 )
to the partial solutions for (𝑡 ′, 𝑘0, 𝐷0 \ {𝑣}, ℓ0, 𝑓 ′). For a partial solution 𝐷 for 𝑡 with the claimed prop-
erties from (P.1),𝜓 maps 𝐷 to 𝐷 ′ B 𝐷 \ {𝑣} as the corresponding partial solution for 𝑡 ′.

We first show that 𝜓 is well-defined. For some partial solution 𝐷 for 𝑡 and for some type 𝑇 ′ ∈
T𝑡 ′ (𝐷0 \ {𝑣}), let 𝑃 be a partial 𝐻 -packing for 𝐺𝑡 ′ − (𝐷 \ {𝑣}) of type 𝑇 ′ with regard to 𝑋𝑡 ′ with the
maximum number of complete copies of 𝐻 . Observe that 𝐺𝑡 ′ − (𝐷 \ {𝑣}) = 𝐺𝑡 − 𝐷 as vertex 𝑣 is
introduced at 𝑡 . Moreover, the type of 𝑃 with regard to 𝑋𝑡 is extend(𝑇 ′, 𝑣 ↦→ 0). Hence, there are
exactly ℓ0 − 𝑓 (extend(𝑇 ′, 𝑣 ↦→ 0)) copies of 𝐻 in 𝑃 , which is equal to ℓ0 − 𝑓 ′(𝑇 ′) by the definition of 𝑓 ′.

As injectivity follows from the definition of 𝜓 , it remains to show that 𝜓 is surjective. Consider
some partial solution 𝐷 ′ for 𝑡 ′ with the properties from (P.1). Fix some type 𝑇 ∈ T𝑡 (𝐷0) and a partial
𝐻 -packing 𝑃 for 𝐺𝑡 − (𝐷 ′ ∪ {𝑣}) of type 𝑇 with the maximum number of complete copies of 𝐻 . Since
𝑃 does not contain 𝑣 , packing 𝑃 has type remove(𝑇, 𝑣) with regard to 𝑋𝑡 ′ . Hence, it contains at most
ℓ0 − 𝑓 ′(remove(𝑇, 𝑣)) = ℓ0 − 𝑓 (extend(remove(𝑇, 𝑣), 𝑣 ↦→ 0)) copies of 𝐻 . Moreover, as it is a packing
with the maximum number of complete copies of 𝐻 , it contains exactly that many copies of 𝐻 . From
Equations (7.1) and (7.4), we get that extend(remove(𝑇, 𝑣), 𝑣 ↦→ 0) = 𝑇 because we assumed that 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷0.
Hence, the right-hand side is equal to ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇 ), and thus, finishes the proof of the surjectivity.

Case 2: 𝑣 ∉ 𝐷0. First, consider the case where for some type 𝑇 ′ ∈ T𝑡 ′ (𝐷0), there are two types
𝑇1 ≠ 𝑇2 ∈

⋃tw+1
𝑖=0 extend(𝑇, 𝑣 ↦→ 𝑖) with 𝑓1(𝑇1), 𝑓2(𝑇2) ≠ ⊥ such that 𝑓 (𝑇1) ≠ 𝑓 (𝑇2). We claim that in this

case, there is no solution for 𝑡 with the claimed properties from (P.1). Assume otherwise and let the
solution be 𝐷 . Without loss of generality, it suffices to consider the case when 𝑓 (𝑇1) > 𝑓 (𝑇2). Let 𝑃2
be a partial 𝐻 -packing for𝐺𝑡 −𝐷 of type𝑇2 with the maximum𝑇 -completion number. After removing
𝑣 from 𝑃2, we get a packing for 𝐺𝑡 ′ − 𝐷 . This packing 𝑃2 − 𝑣 can be extended to a partial 𝐻 -packing
for𝐺𝑡 −𝐷 of type𝑇1 by choosing the packing for 𝑣 appropriately. Let 𝑃 ′2 be this new packing. Since 𝑃 ′2
and 𝑃2 contain the same number of complete copies of 𝐻 , packing 𝑃 ′2 contains ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇2) > ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇1)
copies of 𝐻 . But this contradicts the assumption that the 𝑇1-completion number for 𝐺𝑡 − 𝐷 is exactly
ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇1). Thus, in this case, we have correctly set the value of the table entry to 0.

Hence, for each type 𝑇 ′ ∈ T𝑡 ′ (𝐷0), there is a constant 𝑐𝑇 ′ such that, the function 𝑓 ′ is defined as

𝑓 ′ : T𝑡 ′ (𝐷0) → [0..𝑅] ∪ {⊥} where 𝑓 ′(𝑇 ′) = 𝑐𝑇 ′ .

As for the first case, our goal is to show that (P.1) for (𝑡, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓 , 𝑐) is equivalent to (P.1) for
(𝑡 ′, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓

′, 𝑐). Then, the induction hypothesis implies that the latter result is equivalent to (P.2)
for (𝑡 ′, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓

′, 𝑐), and by the definition of the table entry in Equation (7.11), we get that this is
equivalent to (P.2) for (𝑡, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓 , 𝑐).

In the following, we show that every partial solution 𝐷 for (𝑡, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓 ) is also a partial solution
for (𝑡 ′, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓

′) and vice versa, that is, we prove a bijection between the two sets of solutions.
Let 𝐷 be a partial solution for 𝑡 . Consider some type 𝑇 ′ ∈ T𝑡 ′ (𝐷0). Fix some arbitrary type 𝑇 ∈⋃tw+1

𝑖=0 extend(𝑇 ′, 𝑣 ↦→ 𝑖) ⊆ T𝑡 (𝐷0). We can extend all partial 𝐻 -packings for 𝐺𝑡 ′ − 𝐷 of type 𝑇 ′ to a
partial 𝐻 -packing for 𝐺𝑡 − 𝐷 of type 𝑇 by extending the packing for 𝑣 according to 𝑇 because 𝑣 is not
yet covered by the packing. Hence, the𝑇 ′-completion number for𝐺𝑡 ′ −𝐷 is at most the𝑇 -completion
number for 𝐺𝑡 − 𝐷 , which is precisely ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇 ) = ℓ0 − 𝑓 ′(𝑇 ′).
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Now, let 𝑃 be the partial 𝐻 -packing of type𝑇 containing the largest number of complete copies of
𝐻 . By our assumptions about 𝑓 , the packing 𝑃 contains exactly ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇 ) copies of 𝐻 . Removing the
vertex 𝑣 from 𝑃 , we get a new partial 𝐻 -packing for 𝐺𝑡 ′ − 𝐷 of type remove(𝑇, 𝑣) with regard to 𝑋𝑡 ′ .
By our choice of 𝑇 , we get 𝑇 ′ = remove(𝑇, 𝑣), and thus, the packing also have type 𝑇 ′. Therefore, the
𝑇 ′-completion number is exactly ℓ0 − 𝑓 ′(𝑇 ′).

Next, we prove the reverse direction. Consider some partial solution 𝐷 ′ for (𝑡 ′, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓
′). Fix

some type𝑇 ∈ T𝑡 (𝐷0) and let 𝑃 be a partial𝐻 -packing for𝐺𝑡 −𝐷 ′ of type𝑇 with the maximum number
of complete copies. Observe that the number of complete copies of 𝐻 does not change if we remove
𝑣 from 𝑃 . Moreover, 𝑃 − 𝑣 has type remove(𝑇, 𝑣) with regard to 𝑋𝑡 ′ . Hence, the number of complete
copies of 𝐻 in 𝑃 is at most ℓ0 − 𝑓 ′(remove(𝑇, 𝑣)). From Equations (7.1) to (7.5), we get that this is at
most ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇 ). We conclude that 𝐷 ′ is a partial solution for (𝑡, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓 ).

Let 𝑃 ′ be some partial 𝐻 -packing of type remove(𝑇, 𝑣) containing the largest number of complete
copies of 𝐻 . By our assumptions about 𝑓 ′, the packing 𝑃 ′ contains exactly ℓ0 − 𝑓 ′(𝑇 ′) copies of 𝐻 .
Since 𝑣 is not covered in 𝑃 ′, we can extend 𝑃 ′ to a new partial 𝐻 -packing 𝑃 of type 𝑇 by choosing the
packing for 𝑣 according to 𝑇 . We see that 𝑃 and 𝑃 ′ contain the same number of complete copies of 𝐻 ,
which is equal to ℓ0 − 𝑓 ′(remove(𝑇, 𝑣)), and by the definition of 𝑓 ′ it is also equal to ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇 ).

Forget Node. Assume out of the 𝑐 partial solutions from (P.1) 𝑐1 additionally satisfy 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷 and
the remaining 𝑐2 B 𝑐 − 𝑐1 satisfy 𝑣 ∉ 𝐷 . Recall, from Equations (7.12) and (7.13), that the function
𝑓1 : T𝑡 ′ (𝐷0 ∪ {𝑣}) → [0..𝑅] ∪ {⊥} satisfies

𝑓1(𝑇 ′) = 𝑓 (remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)),

and the function 𝑓2 : T𝑡 ′ (𝐷0) → [0..𝑅 + 1] ∪ {⊥} satisfies

𝑓2(𝑇 ′) =


⊥, if 𝑓 (remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)) = ⊥,
𝑓 (remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)) + 1, if part(𝑣) ≠ 0 and |𝐻part(𝑣) | = 1,
𝑓 (remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)), otherwise.

Also recall that 𝑟min is the smallest integer from the image of 𝑓2 and 𝑟max is the largest integer in the
image.

We claim that if 𝑟max − 𝑟min > 𝑅, then 𝑐2 = 0. Assume otherwise and let 𝐷 be such a solution
satisfying the constraints in (P.1). Let 𝑇min ∈ T𝑡 (𝐷0) be a type such that 𝑓 (𝑇min) = 𝑟min and 𝑇max ∈
T𝑡 (𝐷0) analogously for 𝑟max. Since there is a partial 𝐻 -packing for 𝐺𝑡 − 𝐷 of type 𝑇max and a partial
𝐻 -packing for 𝐺𝑡 − 𝐷 of type 𝑇min with ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇min) copies of 𝐻 , by Lemma 7.6, the 𝑇max-completion
number is at least ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇min) − 𝑅 > ℓ0 − 𝑟max. But this contradicts the assumption that the 𝑇max-
completion number is exactly ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇max) = ℓ0 − 𝑟max. Hence, we can safely assume in the following
that 𝑟max − 𝑟min ≤ 𝑅. Moreover, observe that subtracting 𝑟min from ℓ0 and 𝑓2 is only needed to adjust
the range of the function 𝑓2 to be in [0..𝑅]. Hence, we omit this from the proof in the following to keep
notation simple.

Assume that 𝑣 ∉ 𝑈 first (the case when 𝑣 ∈ 𝑈 is analogous). Our goal is to show that (P.1) for
(𝑡, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓 , 𝑐) is equivalent to the two combined properties (P.1) for (𝑡 ′, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓1, 𝑐1) and (P.1) for
(𝑡 ′, 𝑘0−1, 𝐷0 +𝑣, ℓ0, 𝑓2, 𝑐2) together. Then we can use the induction hypothesis to get the equivalence to
(P.2) for both cases and then by the definition of the dynamic programming table 𝐴 this is equivalent
to (P.2) for (𝑡, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓 , 𝑐).

For both settings we show that the partial solutions for 𝑡 precisely coincide with the partial solu-
tions for 𝑡 ′, that is, there is a bijection between these partial solutions. Nevertheless, we handle both
cases separately.

Case 1: 𝑣 is deleted. Fix some partial solution 𝐷 with 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷 and the properties from (P.1).
Consider some type 𝑇 ′ ∈ T𝑡 ′ (𝐷0 ∪ {𝑣}). Observe that 𝐺𝑡 ′ − 𝐷 = 𝐺𝑡 − 𝐷 and hence, every partial
𝐻 -packing for 𝐺𝑡 ′ − 𝐷 of type 𝑇 ′ is also a partial 𝐻 -packing for 𝐺𝑡 − 𝐷 of type remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣) with
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regard to𝑋𝑡 . Therefore, the𝑇 ′-completion number for𝐺𝑡 ′ −𝐷 is at most the remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)-completion
number for 𝐺𝑡 − 𝐷 which is by assumption ℓ0 − 𝑓 (remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)) and by definition of 𝑓1 this is equal
to ℓ0 − 𝑓1(𝑇 ′).

Moreover, let 𝑃 be the partial𝐻 -packing for𝐺𝑡−𝐷 of type remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)with themaximumnumber
of complete copies of 𝐻 . Since 𝑃 is also a partial 𝐻 -packing for 𝐺𝑡 ′ − 𝐷 of type 𝑇 ′, the 𝑇 ′-completion
number of 𝐺𝑡 ′ − 𝐷 is at least ℓ0 − 𝑓 (remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)) = ℓ0 − 𝑓1(𝑇 ′).

Now consider some partial solution 𝐷 ′ for (𝑡 ′, 𝑘0 − 1, 𝐷0 ∪ {𝑣}, ℓ0, 𝑓1). Pick some arbitrary type
𝑇 ∈ T𝑡 (𝐷0). Let 𝑃 be some partial 𝐻 -packing for 𝐺𝑡 − 𝐷 ′ of type 𝑇 . Then, since 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷 ′, we get
that 𝑃 is a partial 𝐻 -packing for 𝐺𝑡 ′ − 𝐷 ′ of type extend(𝑇, 𝑣 ↦→ 0). By assumption the number of
complete copies of 𝐻 in 𝑃 is at most ℓ0 − 𝑓1(extend(𝑇, 𝑣 ↦→ 0)) which is, by the definition of 𝑓1, equal
to ℓ0 − 𝑓 (remove(extend(𝑇, 𝑣 ↦→ 0), 𝑣)) and by Equations (7.1) and (7.4) equal to ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇 ).

Let 𝑃 ′ be some partial𝐻 -packing for𝐺𝑡 ′ −𝐷 ′ of type extend(𝑇, 𝑣 ↦→ 0) with the maximum number
of complete copies of 𝐻 . Since 𝑣 is not contained in the packing, this is also a partial 𝐻 -packing for
𝐺𝑡 − 𝐷 ′ of type 𝑇 containing ℓ0 − 𝑓1(extend(𝑇, 𝑣 ↦→ 0)) copies of 𝐻 . Hence, by the definition of 𝑓1, the
𝑇 -completion number is exactly ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇 ).

Case 2: 𝑣 is not deleted. Consider some partial solution 𝐷 with 𝑣 ∉ 𝐷 for (𝑡, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓 ). We
show that 𝐷 is also a partial solution for (𝑡 ′, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓2). Consider some type 𝑇 ′ ∈ T𝑡 ′ (𝐷0) with
part(𝑣) ≠ 0 and |𝐻part(𝑣) | = 1. Pick some partial𝐻 -packing 𝑃 ′ for𝐺𝑡 ′−𝐷 of type𝑇 ′. By our assumption
we know that 𝑣 is covered by a copy of𝐻 that is entirely contained in 𝑃 ′. Hence, with respect to𝑋𝑡 there
is one more copy of 𝐻 in 𝑃 ′ then with respect to 𝑋𝑡 ′ . Moreover, the packing 𝑃 ′ has type remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)
with regard to𝑋𝑡 . Hence, the𝑇 ′-completion number for𝐺𝑡 ′−𝐷 is at most the remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)-completion
number for𝐺𝑡 − 𝐷 minus 1; by assumption this number is equal to ℓ0 − 𝑓 (remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)) − 1 which is
equal to ℓ0 − 𝑓2(𝑇 ′) by the definition of 𝑓2.

On the other side, let 𝑃 be the partial 𝐻 -packing of type remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣) containing exactly ℓ0 −
𝑓 (remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)) copies of 𝐻 . We directly get that 𝑃 is a partial 𝐻 -packing of type 𝑇 ′ containing
exactly ℓ0 − 𝑓 (remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)) − 1 copies of 𝐻 . Hence, by the definition of 𝑓2 from Equation (7.13), the
𝑇 ′-completion number of 𝐺𝑡 ′ − 𝐷 is exactly ℓ0 − 𝑓2(𝑇 ′).

Now consider some type 𝑇 ′ ∈ T𝑡 ′ (𝐷0), with part(𝑇 ′) = 0 or |𝐻part(𝑣) | > 1. Again pick some
partial 𝐻 -packing 𝑃 ′ for 𝐺𝑡 ′ − 𝐷 of type 𝑇 ′. Since 𝑣 is either not covered by any (partial) copy of 𝐻
or part of a (partial) copy covering at least one more vertex from 𝑋𝑡 ′ , the number of complete copies
of 𝐻 in 𝑃 ′ with respect to 𝑋𝑡 ′ is equal to the number of complete copies of 𝐻 in 𝑃 ′ with respect to 𝑋𝑡 .
Moreover, observe that 𝑃 ′ has type remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣) with regard to 𝑋𝑡 . Hence, the𝑇 ′-completion number
for𝐺𝑡 ′ −𝐷 is at most the remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)-completion number for𝐺𝑡 −𝐷 which is, by assumption, exactly
ℓ0 − 𝑓 (remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)) and this is equal to ℓ0 − 𝑓2(𝑇 ′) by the definition of 𝑓2.

On the other side, let 𝑃 be the partial 𝐻 -packing of type remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣) containing exactly ℓ0 −
𝑓 (remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)) copies of 𝐻 . Since 𝑣 is either not covered or part of a partial packing containing
some other vertex from 𝑋𝑡 , the packing 𝑃 is a partial 𝐻 -packing of type 𝑇 ′ containing exactly ℓ0 −
𝑓 (remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)) −1 copies of𝐻 . Hence, by the definition of 𝑓2 from Equation (7.13), the𝑇 ′-completion
number of 𝐺𝑡 ′ − 𝐷 is exactly ℓ0 − 𝑓2(𝑇 ′).

For the reverse direction consider some partial solution 𝐷 ′ for (𝑡 ′, 𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓2). Let 𝑇 ∈ T𝑡 (𝐷0)
be some type and 𝑃 some partial 𝐻 -packing for 𝐺𝑡 − 𝐷 ′ of type 𝑇 . There is a unique type 𝑇 ′ ∈⋃tw+1
𝑖=1 extend(𝑇, 𝑣 ↦→ 𝑖) such that 𝑃 is a partial 𝐻 -covering for 𝐺𝑡 ′ − 𝐷 ′ of type 𝑇 ′. The number of

complete copies of 𝐻 in 𝑃 with respect to 𝑋𝑡 ′ is at most ℓ0 − 𝑓2(𝑇 ′). Observe that when 𝑣 is not covered
or covered by a copy of 𝐻 also covering other vertices from 𝑋𝑡 ′ , then 𝑃 contains as many copies of 𝐻
with respect to𝑋𝑡 ′ aswith respect to𝑋𝑡 . By the definition of 𝑓2, we get ℓ0−𝑓2(𝑇 ′) = ℓ0−𝑓 (remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)).
Otherwise, we know that 𝑃 with respect to 𝑋𝑡 contains one copy of 𝐻 more than 𝑃 with respect to 𝑋𝑡 ′ .
By assumption the latter is at most ℓ0− 𝑓2(𝑇 ′) −1which is equal to ℓ0− (𝑓 (remove(𝑇 ′, 𝑣)) +1) −1. Using
Equations (7.2) and (7.5) we conclude that in both cases the𝑇 -completion number is at most ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇 ).

On the other side, let 𝑃 ′ be a partial𝐻 -packing of type𝑇 ′ with ℓ0 − 𝑓2(𝑇 ′) complete copies of 𝐻 . By
an argument similar to the ones before, we get that 𝑃 ′ contains ℓ0 − 𝑓2(𝑇 ) complete copies of 𝐻 with
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respect to 𝑋𝑡 . Hence, the 𝑇 -completion number is exactly ℓ0 − 𝑓2(𝑇 ).

Join Node Let 𝐷 be one of the 𝑐 different partial solutions. We define two new sets 𝐷1 and 𝐷2 as
𝐷1 B 𝐷 ∩𝑉𝑡1 and 𝐷2 B 𝐷 ∩𝑉𝑡2 . By the structure of the tree decomposition, we have 𝐷1 ∩ 𝐷2 = 𝐷0.
We choose 𝑘1 and 𝑘2 as 𝑘1 = |𝐷1 \ 𝐷0 | and 𝑘2 = |𝐷2 \ 𝐷0 |.

Our first goal is to construct two functions, 𝑓1 and 𝑓2, and define two integers ℓ1 and ℓ2 in [0..ℓ] such
that ℓ1, ℓ2, 𝑓1, 𝑓2 are compatible with ℓ0, 𝑓0. Moreover, we define them such that𝐷1 is one of the 𝑐1 partial
solutions for (𝑡1, 𝑘1, 𝐷0, ℓ1, 𝑓1) from (P.1) and 𝐷2 is one of the 𝑐2 partial solutions for (𝑡2, 𝑘2, 𝐷0, ℓ2, 𝑓2)
from (P.1).

For all 𝑇 ∈ T𝑡 (𝐷0), let P(𝑇 ) be the set of all possible partial 𝐻 -packings for 𝐺𝑡 − 𝐷 of type 𝑇 . For
all types 𝑇1 ∈ T𝑡1 (𝐷0) and 𝑇2 ∈ T𝑡2 (𝐷0), we define the following two sets of partial packings:

P(𝑇 → 𝑇1) B {𝑃 ′ = 𝑃 ∩𝑉𝑡1 | 𝑃 ∈ P(𝑇 ), 𝑃 ′ has type 𝑇1 w.r.t. 𝑋𝑡1}
P(𝑇 → 𝑇2) B {𝑃 ′ = 𝑃 ∩𝑉𝑡2 | 𝑃 ∈ P(𝑇 ), 𝑃 ′ has type 𝑇2 w.r.t. 𝑋𝑡2}

Based on this definition, for all 𝑇1 ∈ T𝑡1 (𝐷0), we consider all packings in P(𝑇 → 𝑇1) and define
𝜆(𝑇 → 𝑇1) as the maximum number of complete copies of 𝐻 in these packings. Likewise, we define
the value 𝜆(𝑇 → 𝑇2) based on P(𝑇 → 𝑇2) for all 𝑇2 ∈ T𝑡2 (𝐷0). We set

ℓ1 B max
𝑇1∈T𝑡1 (𝐷0 )

max
𝑇 ∈T𝑡 (𝐷0 )

𝜆(𝑇 → 𝑇1) and ℓ2 B max
𝑇2∈T𝑡2 (𝐷0 )

max
𝑇 ∈T𝑡 (𝐷0 )

𝜆(𝑇 → 𝑇2) .

We define the two functions 𝑓1 and 𝑓2 as

𝑓1 : T𝑡1 (𝐷0) → [0..ℓ] with 𝑓1(𝑇1) = ℓ1 − max
𝑇 ∈T𝑡 (𝐷0 )

𝜆(𝑇 → 𝑇1) and

𝑓2 : T𝑡2 (𝐷0) → [0..ℓ] with 𝑓2(𝑇2) = ℓ2 − max
𝑇 ∈T𝑡 (𝐷0 )

𝜆(𝑇 → 𝑇2) .

We first argue that the image of 𝑓1 and 𝑓2 is actually contained in [0..𝑅] as otherwise, there would be
no solution. Assuming there is a solution, we directly deduce from Lemma 7.6 that the 𝑇 -completion
numbers for different types 𝑇 differ by at most 𝑅. Hence, if one type violated this property, it would
lead to a contradiction.

Next, we prove that 𝐷1 is a solution for (𝑡1, 𝑘1, 𝐷0, ℓ1, 𝑓1) and 𝐷2 is a solution for (𝑡2, 𝑘2, 𝐷0, ℓ2, 𝑓2).
Since the proofs for both cases are almost identical, we will focus only on the proof for 𝑡1.

Let 𝑇1 be some type in T𝑡1 (𝐷0), and let 𝑃1 be a partial 𝐻 -packing for 𝐺𝑡1 − 𝐷1 of type 𝑇1. Choose
𝑇 ∈ T𝑡 (𝐷0) such that ℓ0− 𝑓1(𝑇1) = ℓ1−𝜆(𝑇 → 𝑇1), and let 𝑃 be the corresponding partial𝐻 -packing for
𝐺𝑡 −𝐷 of type𝑇 . Now, observe that 𝑃 ′ B (𝑃 ∩𝑉𝑡2) ∪𝑃1 is also a partial packing for𝐺𝑡 −𝐷 and has type
𝑇1 with regard to 𝑋𝑡1 . Therefore, 𝑃 ′ ∩𝑉𝑡1 is a packing of type 𝑇1 and thus is contained in P(𝑇 → 𝑇1).
Moreover, this packing contains at most ℓ1 − 𝑓1(𝑇1) copies of 𝐻 according to the definition of 𝑓1. Since

𝑃 ′ ∩𝑉𝑡1 = ((𝑃 ∩𝑉𝑡2) ∪ 𝑃1) ∩𝑉𝑡1 = 𝑃1,

this implies that the 𝑇1-completion number is at most ℓ0 − 𝑓1(𝑇1).
By the definition of the function 𝑓1, it directly follows that there is a partial 𝐻 -packing of type

𝑇1 containing ℓ0 − 𝑓1(𝑇1) complete copies of 𝐻 . Hence, combined with the previous result, the 𝑇1-
completion number is exactly ℓ0 − 𝑓1(𝑇1).

For the reverse direction, fix some 𝑘1, 𝑘2 with 𝑘1 + 𝑘2 = 𝑘0, ℓ1, ℓ2, and 𝑓1, 𝑓2 such that, for all 𝑇1,𝑇2
with 𝑇1 ⊕ 𝑇2 = 𝑇 , it holds that ℓ1, ℓ2, 𝑓1, 𝑓2 are compatible with ℓ0, 𝑓0. We show that if there is a partial
solution 𝐷1 for (𝑡1, 𝑘1, 𝐷0, ℓ1, 𝑓1) and a partial solution 𝐷2 for (𝑡2, 𝑘2, 𝐷0, ℓ2, 𝑓2), then the set 𝐷1 ∪ 𝐷2 is a
partial solution for (𝑡, 𝑘1 + 𝑘2, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓 ).

For ease of notation, we set 𝐷 = 𝐷1 ∪ 𝐷2. Now consider some type 𝑇 ∈ T𝑡 (𝐷0) and some partial
𝐻 -packing for𝐺𝑡 −𝐷 of type𝑇 . As a first step, we observe that 𝑃 ∩𝑉𝑡1 is a partial packing for𝐺𝑡1 −𝐷 =

𝐺𝑡1 − 𝐷1. Since the type of 𝑃 ∩ 𝑉𝑡1 is 𝑇1 for some 𝑇1 ∈ T𝑡1 (𝐷0), the number of complete copies of
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𝐻 in 𝑃 ∩ 𝑉𝑡1 is at most ℓ1 − 𝑓1(𝑇1). Similarly, the number of complete copies in 𝑃 ∩ 𝑉𝑡2 is at most
ℓ2− 𝑓2(𝑇2), where𝑇2 is such that𝑇1 ⊕𝑇2 = 𝑇 . Hence, the number of complete copies of𝐻 in 𝑃 is at most
ℓ1 − 𝑓1(𝑇1) + ℓ2 − 𝑓2(𝑇2) = ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇 ).

Next, we show that the bound for the 𝑇 -completion number is tight. Let 𝑇1 and 𝑇2 be types such
that𝑇1 ⊕𝑇2 = 𝑇 . Choose a partial 𝐻 -packing 𝑃1 of type𝑇1 containing ℓ1 − 𝑓1(𝑇1) copies of 𝐻 . Likewise,
let 𝑃2 be a partial 𝐻 -packing of type𝑇2 with ℓ2 − 𝑓2(𝑇2) complete copies of 𝐻 . It follows that 𝑃1 ∪𝑃2 is a
partial𝐻 -packing of type𝑇 with ℓ0− 𝑓1(𝑇1) + ℓ2− 𝑓2(𝑇2) complete copies of𝐻 . Hence, the𝑇 -completion
number for 𝐺𝑡 − 𝐷 is exactly ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇 ).

Now, for all tuples (𝑡1, 𝑘1, 𝐷0, 𝑓1) and (𝑡2, 𝑘2, 𝐷0, 𝑓2), we can use the induction hypothesis to con-
clude that (P.1) is equivalent to (P.2). By the definition of the table entry from Equation (7.17), this is
equivalent to (P.2). This concludes the proof of correctness of the dynamic program. □

7.3 Running Time

As the last step we prove the bound on the running time of the dynamic program.

Claim 7.10. For a fixed graph 𝐻 , the above algorithm runs in time 22O(tw log tw) · poly(𝑛) to fill the table𝐴.

Proof of Claim. By Lemma 7.5, for each node and each subset of the bag there are atmost𝜏 B twO(tw poly |𝐻 | )

different types. Hence, the size of the table 𝐴 is bounded by

O(𝑛 · tw) · 𝑘 · 2tw+1 · (ℓ + 1) · (𝑅 + 1)𝜏 ≤ 2𝜏 ·O (log(𝑅+1) ) · poly(𝑛) .

Now we analyze the time it takes to compute a single table entry. Observe, that is suffices to check
the join nodes, as this running time dominates the running time for the other node types. Using a
brute-force approach to compute the entry and a naive bound for the running time yields

𝑘2 · ((𝑅 + 1)𝜏 )2 · 𝜏2 ≤ 23·𝜏 ·log(𝑅+1) · poly(𝑛) .

Combined with the first observation from above, we get that the algorithm has the following runtime:(
23·𝜏 ·log(𝑅+1) · poly(𝑛)

)
·
(
2𝜏 ·log(𝑅+1) · poly(𝑛)

)
≤ 24·𝜏 ·log(𝑅+1) · poly(𝑛)

Note, that this is at most 22O(tw·log tw·poly|𝐻 |) · poly(𝑛). The claimed running time follows, since 𝐻 is a fixed
graph. ⊳

The proof of Theorem 1.6 now follows from Lemma 7.9 and Claim 7.10.

8 Cycle-HitPack Parameterized by Treewidth:

Double-Exponential Algorithm

In this section we extend the result from Section 7 to the case where we want to pack cycles of arbitrary
length (at least length 3). Formally, we prove Theorem 1.2.

Theorem 1.2. Cycle-HitPack can be solved in time 22O(tw log tw) · 𝑛O(1)
, where tw is the treewidth of the

input graph.

The underlying idea for this algorithm is the same as for the other algorithms for cliques and finite
graphs. However, as we are not packing a fixed, single finite graph 𝐻 but rather an infinitely sized
family of graphs, we need a different way to represent the intersection of a partial packing with the
vertices and edges from a bag. For this description, we heavily exploit that we are packing cycles and
not some other family of graphs that could be unstructured or significantly more complex to describe,
for example, the family of planar graphs.

The crucial observation is that every partial cycle-packing consists of a collection of cycles and
paths. Hence, the vertices in a bag (and actually all other vertices) can be grouped into three groups,
which can intuitively be described as follows.
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1. The group of vertices that are not part of any cycle or path (this includes the deleted vertices).

2. The group of vertices that are the endpoints of a path that is later extended to a cycle.

3. The group of vertices that are contained in a cycle or contained in a path but not as their end-
points.

As a next step, we first formalize this idea by introducing some notation. Since the final algorithm
operates on a tree decomposition, we define the notation only in this context.

Definition 8.1 (Partial Cycle-Packing). Let 𝐺 be a graph and let 𝑡 be a node of its tree decomposition.

A partial cycle-packing for 𝐺𝑡 (or just 𝑡 for short) is a set P of vertex disjoint paths and cycles in 𝐺𝑡
such that for every path 𝑃 in P, the endpoints of 𝑃 are contained in the bag 𝑋𝑡 .

Depending on how a partial cycle-packing interacts with the vertices in a bag, we define different
types to classify the different cycle-packings. See Figure 8.1 for an illustration of an example for a type.

Definition 8.2 (Types and 𝐷-avoidance). Let𝐺 be a graph and let 𝑡 be a node of its tree decomposition.

A type 𝑇 for 𝑡 is defined as a tuple 𝑇 = (𝑌0, 𝑌1, 𝑌2, 𝑀) where 𝑌0, 𝑌1, 𝑌2 form a partition of 𝑋𝑡 and 𝑀 is a

perfect matching for the vertices in 𝑌1.
Let P be a partial cycle-packing for 𝐺𝑡 . We set

• 𝑌0 B {𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (P) ∩ 𝑋𝑡 | degP (𝑣) = 0} as the set of all vertices in 𝑋𝑡 that are not part of any path

or cycle in P,

• 𝑌1 B {𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (P) ∩𝑋𝑡 | degP (𝑣) = 1} as the set of all vertices in 𝑋𝑡 that are endpoints of a path in

P,

• 𝑌2 B {𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (P) ∩ 𝑋𝑡 | degP (𝑣) = 2} as the set of all vertices in 𝑋𝑡 that are either in a path (but

not as endpoints) or in a cycle, and

• 𝑀 B {{𝑢, 𝑣} ∈ 𝑌1 × 𝑌1 | 𝑢 ≠ 𝑣, ∃𝑃 ∈ P : 𝑢, 𝑣 ∈ 𝑃} as the perfect matching on 𝑌1 describing which
endpoints appear in the same path of the partial packing.

Then we say that P is of type 𝑇 = (𝑌0, 𝑌1, 𝑌2, 𝑀) for 𝑡 . If for some set 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡 it holds that 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑌0, then
we say that type 𝑇 is 𝐷-avoiding. We denote the set of all 𝐷-avoiding types for 𝑡 by T𝑡 (𝐷).

When considering partial cycle-packings of a certain type, wewant to formally describe the number
of cycles that potentially could be packed in the remaining graph while preserving this type. We
formalize this by the 𝑇 -completion number.

Definition 8.3 (𝑇 -completion number). Let 𝐺 be a graph and let 𝑡 be a node of its tree decomposition.

For a type 𝑇 for 𝑡 , we define the 𝑇 -completion number of 𝐺𝑡 , denoted by 𝜈◦(𝑇 ), as the maximum

number of complete cycles in P over all possible cycle-packings P of type𝑇 for𝐺𝑡 . The number of partial

cycles, i.e., paths, is not included in this count.

Intuitively the completion number of different types can vary and for some types its “low” while
for others its “high”. Our next step is to define what we mean by a “low” completion number which
then transfers to the corresponding type.

Definition 8.4 (Low Types). Let𝐺 be a graph and let 𝑡 be a node of its tree decomposition. Consider two

𝐷-avoiding types 𝑇,𝑇 ′ ∈ T𝑡 (𝐷) for 𝑡 such that (1) type 𝑇 maximizes the 𝑇 -completion number and (2)

type 𝑇 is such that 𝜈◦(𝑇 ) < 𝜈◦(𝑇 ) − 2(tw + 1). Then we say that 𝑇 is low (for 𝑡 ).

We first prove that low types are not relevant for cycle-packings of maximum size.

Lemma 8.5. Let 𝐺 be a graph and let 𝑡 be a node of its tree decomposition. Consider a type 𝑇 for 𝑡 that

is low. Then, there is no maximum cycle-packing P for 𝐺 such that P has type 𝑇 restricted to 𝐺𝑡 .
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Proof. Consider a maximum cycle-packing P for the entire graph 𝐺 . Assume for contradiction’s sake
that for some node 𝑡 of the tree decomposition the type of P restricted to 𝐺𝑡 is 𝑇 and 𝑇 is low for 𝑡 .
We claim that 𝜈◦(𝑇 ) < 𝜈◦(𝑇∅) − (tw + 1) where 𝑇∅ = (𝑋𝑡 ,∅,∅,∅) is the type for 𝑡 where no vertex of
the bag is contained in the packing.

First, let𝑇 be a type for 𝑡 proving that𝑇 is low, that is, type𝑇 maximizes the𝑇 -completion number
and let P̂ be a corresponding cycle-packing. Removing all paths and cycles from P̂ that intersect 𝑋𝑡 ,
yields a (partial) cycle-packing of type 𝑇∅. Because of the removed paths and cycles we get 𝜈◦(𝑇∅) ≥
𝜈◦(𝑇 ) − (tw + 1). Hence, from

𝜈◦(𝑇 ) < 𝜈◦(𝑇 ) − 2(tw + 1) ≤ 𝜈◦(𝑇∅) − (tw + 1)

the claim follows.
Now we move back to proving the statement. We define P0 as the restriction of P to the graph

𝐺𝑡 and P as the restriction of P to the graph 𝐺 − 𝐺𝑡 where we additionally remove all paths. For
convenience, we denote the type of P for𝐺 −𝐺𝑡 by𝑇 . Additionally, consider a (partial) cycle-packing
P∅ of type 𝑇∅ containing 𝜈◦(𝑇∅) complete cycles.

With these definitions at hand, we define a new packing P′ as the union of P∅ and P. Clearly P′

is a cycle-packing for the graph 𝐺 as the packing P∅ does not cover vertices from the bag. Next we
analyze the relation between the size of P and P′. From the above constructions and assumptions we
get

|P | ≤ 𝜈◦(𝑇0) + |P| + (tw + 1)
< 𝜈◦(𝑇∅) − (tw + 1) + 𝜈◦(𝑇 ) + (tw + 1)
= 𝜈◦(𝑇∅) + 𝜈◦(𝑇 )
= |P′ |

which proves that P′ contains more cycles than P. This contradicts our assumption that P is a maxi-
mum cycle-packing, no node of the decomposition has a type that is low. □

Since we are actually solving the Cycle-HitPack problem, we are not interested in just packing
cycles but rather in deleting vertices such that we cannot pack to many cycles in the remaining graph.
Therefore, it is necessary to argue about all partial cycle-packings for some graph𝐺𝑡 at the same time.
This idea is formalized by the concept of classes.

Definition 8.6 (Classes). Let 𝐺 be a graph and let 𝑡 be a node of its tree decomposition.

Moreover, let 𝑘0 ∈ [0..|𝑉 (𝐺) |] be a non-negative integer, 𝐷0 a subset of vertices from 𝑋𝑡 , ℓ0 ∈
[0..|𝑉 (𝐺) |] be a non-negative integer, and 𝑓0 : T𝑡 (𝐷0) → [0..2tw + 2] ∪ {⊥,/}.

We say that a set 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡 \𝑈 is of class 𝑐0 = (𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓0) for 𝑡 if

• |𝐷 \ 𝐷0 | = 𝑘0 and 𝐷 ∩ 𝑋𝑡 = 𝐷0,

• there is a type 𝑇 ∈ T𝑡 (𝐷0) with 𝑓0(𝑇 ) = 0, and

• for all types 𝑇 ∈ T𝑡 (𝐷0),

– if there is no partial cycle-packing of type 𝑇 for 𝑡 , then 𝑓0(𝑇 ) = ⊥,
– if𝑇 is low for 𝑡 or, for every partial packing P of type𝑇 for 𝑡 , there is a descendant 𝑡 ′ of 𝑡 such

that the type of P for 𝑡 ′ is low, then 𝑓0(𝑇 ) = /, or

– otherwise if the 𝑇 -completion number for 𝐺𝑡 is exactly ℓ0 − 𝑎 for some 𝑎 ∈ [0..2tw + 2], then
𝑓0(𝑇 ) = 𝑎.

To simplify notation we assume that ⊥ and / are invariant under arithmetic operations where ⊥ takes

precedence over /, that is, / + ⊥ = ⊥.
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𝑋𝑡

𝑉𝑡

(a) An example for a partial cycle-packing for 𝐺𝑡 .
The bold edges correspond to the edges in the partial
packing.

𝑋𝑡

2
2

2 2
2

1

1
1

1

(b) A graphical representation of the type
(𝑌0, 𝑌1, 𝑌2, 𝑀) of the depicted partial packing.
The small group of the three round vertices at the top
middle corresponds to 𝑌0, the vertices at the bottom
represent 𝑌2, and the remaining vertices form 𝑌1. The
matching𝑀 between the vertices in 𝑌1 is represented
by the dashed edges.

Figure 8.1: An illustration for a node 𝑡 of how a partial cycle-packing and its type relate to each other.
The black vertices and edges correspond to the edges and vertices of 𝐺 . The deleted vertices are indi-
cated by hollow dots.

Before stating the algorithm, we provide a bound for the number of 𝐷-avoiding types and classes
for a fixed node 𝑡 . These bounds follow directly from the definition of the two concepts.

Lemma 8.7. Let 𝐺 be a graph and let 𝑡 be a node of its tree decomposition of width tw.
For a set𝐷 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡 , the number of𝐷-avoiding types for 𝑡 , i.e., the size ofT𝑡 (𝐷), is at most 𝜏 ∈ 2O(tw log tw)

.

The number of classes for 𝑡 is at most 22O(tw log tw) · 𝑛2.

Proof. We start by bounding the number of 𝐷-avoiding types for a fixed set 𝐷 and then use this result
to bound the number of classes.

The number of partitions of 𝑋𝑡 into the three sets 𝑌0, 𝑌1, and 𝑌1 is bounded by 3tw+1. The choices
for the set𝑀 which contains a perfect matching for 𝑌1, is bounded by the number of permutations on
|𝑌1 | elements. Hence, the number of types is at most 𝜏 B 3tw+1 · (tw + 1)tw+1 = 2O(tw log tw) .

To bound the number of classes (𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓0) for 𝑡 , observe that there are at most 𝑛 + 1 choices for
𝑘0, exactly 2tw+1 choices for the set𝐷0, at most𝑛+1 choices for the integer ℓ0, and at most (2(tw+1)+3)𝜏
choices for the function 𝑓0. Combining this yields that there are at most

𝑛 · 2tw+1 · 𝑛 · (2tw + 5)2O(tw log tw)
= 22O(tw log tw) · 𝑛2

different classes for a node 𝑡 . □

8.1 Auxiliary procedures

The algorithm forCycle-HitPack is a dynamic program based on a given tree decomposition. We state
the program in a bottom-upmanner. For this we define five different procedures each of which compute
the value for the parent node based on the values for the child nodes. To simplify the procedures we
make use of introduce edge nodes and assume that each edge is introduced exactly once.

IntroVtxdel. The introduced vertex is deleted and thus, included in the part of the partition correspond-
ing to uncovered vertices. See Lemma 8.8.
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IntroVtxnot-del. The introduced vertex is not deleted. Since we are using introduce edge nodes, the
vertex is isolated and must be contained in the set corresponding to uncovered vertices for all
types. See Lemma 8.9.

IntroEdgedel. The endpoints of the introduced edge are deleted and thus, the edge cannot be included
in any packing. See Lemma 8.10.

IntroEdgenot-del. Both endpoints of the introduced edge are not deleted. Thus, this edge can be included
in the possible packings but it can also not be included in a packing. See Lemma 8.11.

Forgetdel. The vertex forgotten at the node is deleted. By forgetting this vertex we have to change the
budget for the number of vertices being deleted. See Lemma 8.12.

Forgetnot-del. The vertex forgotten at the node is not deleted. As the new class forgets whether the
vertex was used in a packing or remained uncovered, two types for the child combine into one
type for the parent. See Lemma 8.13.

Join. The two classes for the two child nodes are combined into a new class for the parent where the
existing paths might be joined to paths or cycles. See Lemma 8.16.

We start with the introduce vertex nodes where we have two different cases. The first case corre-
sponds to the choice that 𝑣 is deleted.
Lemma 8.8 (Introduce Vertex Node With a Deleted Vertex). Let 𝑡0 be an introduce vertex node with

child 𝑡1 and let 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉𝑡0 \𝑈 be the vertex introduced.

There is a procedure IntroVtxdel that, for a given class 𝑐1 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, ℓ1, 𝑓1) for 𝑡1, computes in time O(𝜏)
a class 𝑐0 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1 ∪ {𝑣}, ℓ1, 𝑓0) for 𝑡0 such that the following holds: For all sets 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡1 \ 𝑈 , if 𝐷 is of

class 𝑐1 for 𝑡1, then 𝐷 ∪ {𝑣} is of class 𝑐0 for 𝑡0.
Proof. We define the function 𝑓0 as follows. For all types 𝑇 ∈ T𝑡1 (𝐷1) with 𝑇 = (𝑌0, 𝑌1, 𝑌2, 𝑀) we set

𝑓0(𝑌0 ∪ {𝑣}, 𝑌1, 𝑌2, 𝑀) B 𝑓1(𝑇 ).

Since vertex 𝑣 does not appear in the graph𝐺𝑡1 , and is deleted from𝐺𝑡0 by considering𝐷0 = 𝐷1∪{𝑣},
the graphs 𝐺𝑡1 − 𝐷1 and 𝐺𝑡0 − 𝐷0 are identical. Hence, if the set 𝐷 is of class 𝑐1 for 𝑡1, then 𝐷 ∪ {𝑣} is
of class 𝑐0 for 𝑡0. □

The second case for the introduce vertex node corresponds to the case when the vertex is not
deleted.
Lemma 8.9 (Introduce Vertex NodeWith a Usable Vertex). Let 𝑡0 be an introduce vertex node with child
𝑡1 and let 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉𝑡0 be the vertex introduced.

There is a procedure IntroVtxnot-del that, for a given class 𝑐1 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, ℓ1, 𝑓1) for 𝑡1, computes in time

O(𝜏) a class 𝑐0 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, ℓ1, 𝑓0) for 𝑡0 such that the following holds: For all sets 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡1 \𝑈 , if 𝐷 is of class

𝑐1 for 𝑡1, then 𝐷 is of class 𝑐0 for 𝑡0.

Proof. Observe that 𝑣 is an isolated vertex in 𝐺𝑡0 . Hence, it especially does not have any neighbors in
𝐺𝑡0 −𝑋𝑡0 . This implies that all partial solutions for 𝑡0 cannot include 𝑣 in a partial cycle-packing. Thus,
all types for 𝑡0 can be described by all types for 𝑡1 where we add 𝑣 to the set of uncovered vertices.

Observe that the intuitive idea agrees with the setting from the previous case, where the vertex
is deleted. However, since in the current case the introduced vertex might receive some edge at some
point in the future, the sets of types are strictly speaking not identical and thus, both cases need to be
handled separately.

Based on this observation, we define the new function 𝑓0 as follows. For all 𝑇 ∈ T𝑡1 (𝐷1) with
𝑇 = (𝑌0, 𝑌1, 𝑌2, 𝑀), we set

𝑓0(𝑌0 ∪ {𝑣}, 𝑌1, 𝑌2, 𝑀) B 𝑓1(𝑇 ).
With this definition it follows directly that every set 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡1 \𝑈 with class 𝑐1 for 𝑡1 is also of class

𝑐0 for 𝑡0. □
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Next we consider the introduce edge nodes where we also provide two different procedures. The
first one corresponds to the case where the edge cannot be selected in a packing because at least one
of its endpoints is deleted.

Lemma 8.10 (Introduce Edge Node With a Deleted Endpoint). Let 𝑡0 be an introduce edge node with

child 𝑡1 and let 𝑢𝑣 be the edge introduced.
There is a procedure IntroEdgedel that, for a given class 𝑐1 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, ℓ1, 𝑓1) for 𝑡1, computes in time

O(𝜏) a class 𝑐0 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, ℓ1, 𝑓1) for 𝑡0 such that the following holds: For all sets 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡1 \ 𝑈 with

𝐷 ∩ {𝑢, 𝑣} ≠ ∅, if 𝐷 is of class 𝑐1 for 𝑡1, then 𝐷 is of class 𝑐0 for 𝑡0.

Proof. If (at least) one of the endpoints of the introduced edge is deleted, i.e., contained in the set 𝐷1
and thus, 𝐷 , the edge cannot be part of any (partial) cycle-packing. Hence, the class of any such set 𝐷
does not change. □

The next procedure handles the case when both endpoints of the introduced edge are not deleted,
meaning that the edge could be included in a packing.

Lemma 8.11 (Introduce Edge NodeWith Usable Endpoints). Let 𝑡0 be an introduce edge node with child
𝑡1 and let 𝑢𝑣 be the edge introduced.

There is a procedure IntroEdgenot-del that, for a given class 𝑐1 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, ℓ1, 𝑓1) for 𝑡1 computes in

time O(𝜏) a class 𝑐0 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, ℓ0, 𝑓0) for 𝑡0 such that the following holds: For all sets 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡1 \ 𝑈 with

𝐷 ∩ {𝑢, 𝑣} = ∅, if 𝐷 is of class 𝑐1 for 𝑡1, then 𝐷 is of class 𝑐0 for 𝑡0.

Proof. It remains to define 𝑓0. For this we first define a function 𝑓 which we derive 𝑓0 later from. In
the definition of 𝑓 we consider six possible cases where two of them are symmetric. For all types
𝑇 ∈ T𝑡1 (𝐷1) with 𝑇 = (𝑌0, 𝑌1, 𝑌2, 𝑀), we define

Case 0: 𝑓 (𝑌0, 𝑌1, 𝑌2, 𝑀 ) B𝑓1(𝑇 ),
Case 1: if 𝑢 ∈ 𝑌0 ∧ 𝑣 ∈ 𝑌0

𝑓 (𝑌0 \ {𝑢, 𝑣}, 𝑌1 ∪ {𝑢, 𝑣}, 𝑌2, 𝑀 ∪ {𝑢𝑣} ) B𝑓1(𝑇 ),
Case 2a: if 𝑢 ∈ 𝑌0 ∧ 𝑦𝑣 ∈ 𝑀

𝑓 (𝑌0 \ {𝑢}, 𝑌1 \ {𝑣} ∪ {𝑢}, 𝑌2 ∪ {𝑣}, 𝑀 \ {𝑣𝑦} ∪ {𝑢𝑦} ) B𝑓1(𝑇 ),
Case 2b: if 𝑥𝑢 ∈ 𝑀 ∧ 𝑣 ∈ 𝑌0

𝑓 (𝑌0 \ {𝑣}, 𝑌1 \ {𝑢} ∪ {𝑣}, 𝑌2 ∪ {𝑢}, 𝑀 \ {𝑥𝑢} ∪ {𝑥𝑣} ) B𝑓1(𝑇 ),
Case 3: if 𝑥𝑢 ∈ 𝑀 ∧ 𝑦𝑣 ∈ 𝑀

𝑓 (𝑌0, 𝑌1 \ {𝑢, 𝑣}, 𝑌2 ∪ {𝑢, 𝑣}, 𝑀 \ {𝑥𝑢,𝑦𝑣} ∪ {𝑥𝑦}) B𝑓1(𝑇 ), and
Case 4: if 𝑢𝑣 ∈ 𝑀

𝑓 (𝑌0, 𝑌1 \ {𝑢, 𝑣}, 𝑌2 ∪ {𝑢, 𝑣}, 𝑀 ∪ {𝑢𝑣} ) B𝑓1(𝑇 ) − 1

where 𝑥,𝑦 ∈ 𝑌1 are such that𝑢, 𝑣, 𝑥,𝑦 are all distinct. Recall, that⊥ and/ are invariant under arithmetic
operations, this especially implies ⊥ − 1 = ⊥ and / − 1 = /.

Observe that 𝑓 is a function from T𝑡0 (𝐷0) to [−1..2tw + 2] ∪ {⊥,/}. If there is no type𝑇 ∈ T𝑡0 (𝐷0)
such that 𝑓 (𝑇 ) = −1, then we define 𝑓0 = 𝑓 . Otherwise, we define 𝑓0 based on 𝑓 where, for all types
𝑇 ∈ T𝑡0 (𝐷0),

𝑓0(𝑇 ) B


𝑓 (𝑇 ), if 𝑓 (𝑇 ) ∈ {/,⊥},
/, if 𝑓 (𝑇 ) = 2(tw + 1),
𝑓 (𝑇 ) + 1, otherwise.

As a last step it remains to define ℓ0. If 𝑓0 = 𝑓 , then we set ℓ0 = ℓ1 and otherwise we set ℓ0 = ℓ1 + 1
which is complementing the definition of 𝑓0.

Now consider a set 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡1 \𝑈 = 𝑉𝑡0 \𝑈 with 𝐷 ∩ {𝑢, 𝑣} = ∅ that is of class 𝑐1 for 𝑡1. We claim that
𝐷 is of class 𝑐0 for 𝑡0. To prove this, fix some type 𝑇0 ∈ T𝑡0 (𝐷1).
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If a packing of type𝑇0 does not contain the edge 𝑢𝑣 , then this packing is also of type𝑇0 for 𝑡1. This
is Case 0 in the definition above.

If the edge is selected, then there is a unique type 𝑇1 for 𝑡1 resulting from deleting the edge. De-
pending on how the inclusion of edge 𝑢𝑣 changed the type, we consider four different cases:

Case 1: A new path is created.

Case 2: A path is extended by this edge.

Case 3: Two paths are connected to each other.

Case 4: A cycle is closed.

For the first three cases, the number of cycles does not change. Only for Case 4, we obtain one
more cycle in the type for 𝑡0 which was not present in the type for 𝑡1. □

As a next step we consider forget nodes. Depending on whether the forgotten vertex is deleted or
not, we consider two disjoint cases.

Lemma 8.12 (Forget Node With a Deleted Vertex). Let 𝑡0 be a forget node with child 𝑡1 and let 𝑣 ∉ 𝑈

be the vertex forgotten.

There is a procedure Forgetdel that, for a given class 𝑐1 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, ℓ1, 𝑓1) for 𝑡1 with 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷1, computes in

time O(𝜏) a class 𝑐0 = (𝑘1 + 1, 𝐷1 \ {𝑣}, ℓ1, 𝑓0) for 𝑡0 such that the following holds: For all sets 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡1 \𝑈 ,

if 𝐷 is of class 𝑐1 for 𝑡1, then 𝐷 is of class 𝑐0 for 𝑡0.

Proof. The function 𝑓0 basically agrees with 𝑓1 except that every type for 𝑡0 does not include 𝑣 . As every
type for 𝑡1 includes 𝑣 , there is a simple one-to-one correspondence between the types for 𝑡0 and 𝑡1.

Formally, we define the function 𝑓0 : T𝑡0 (𝐷1 \ {𝑣}) → [0..2tw + 2] ∪ {⊥,/} as follows. For all types
𝑇 ∈ T𝑡1 (𝐷1) with 𝑇 = (𝑌0, 𝑌1, 𝑌2, 𝑀), we set

𝑓0(𝑌0 \ {𝑣}, 𝑌1, 𝑌2, 𝑀) B 𝑓1(𝑌0, 𝑌1, 𝑌2, 𝑀) = 𝑓1(𝑇 ).

When considering a set 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡1 \𝑈 of class 𝑐1 for 𝑡1, we immediately get, by our choice of 𝑓0, that 𝐷
is of class 𝑐0 for 𝑡0. □

The next procedure covers the second case for a forget node where the vertex forgotten is not
deleted and thus, could potentially appear in cycle-packings.

Lemma 8.13 (Forget Node With a Usable Vertex). Let 𝑡0 be a forget node with child 𝑡1 and let 𝑢 be the

vertex forgotten.

There is a procedure Forgetnot-del that, for a given class 𝑇1 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, ℓ1, 𝑓1) computes in time O(𝜏) a
class 𝑐0 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, ℓ1, 𝑓0) such that the following holds: For all sets 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡1 \𝑈 with 𝑣 ∉ 𝐷 , if 𝐷 is of class

𝑐1, then 𝐷 is of class 𝑐0.

Proof. We define 𝑓0 as follows. For all types 𝑇 ∈ T𝑡0 (𝐷1) with 𝑇 = (𝑌0, 𝑌1, 𝑌2, 𝑀), we set

𝑓0(𝑇 ) B ℓ1 −max
(
ℓ1 − 𝑓1(𝑌0 ∪ {𝑣}, 𝑌1, 𝑌2, 𝑀), ℓ1 − 𝑓1(𝑌0, 𝑌1, 𝑌2 ∪ {𝑣}, 𝑀)

)
where we assume that 𝑎 > / > ⊥ for all 𝑎 ∈ N.

Observe that when the vertex 𝑣 is not deleted, it can either be covered or uncovered. In both cases
we can get the same type for 𝑡0, although the packing has different types for 𝑡1. □

The last procedure handles the case for join nodes. Here we have to combine two partial cycle-
packings to form a new one. In order to make this combination formal, we define a function reduce
which operates on the union of twomatchings and combines them such that partial packings are joined
together whenever possible and cycles are closed as soon as two partial cycle-packings form together
a cycle.
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Definition 8.14. Let𝐺 be a graph and let 𝑡 be a join node of its tree decomposition. We define the function

reduce : 2𝑋𝑡×𝑋𝑡 × N→ 2𝑋𝑡×𝑋𝑡 × N

as reduce(𝑀, 𝜆) B (𝑀, 𝜆) if, for all distinct𝑢, 𝑣,𝑤 ∈ 𝑋 , the set𝑀 satisfies |𝑀 ∩{𝑢𝑣, 𝑣𝑤}| ≤ 1. Otherwise,
we define

reduce(𝑀, 𝜆) B
{
(𝑀 \ {𝑢𝑣, 𝑣𝑤} ∪ {𝑢𝑤}, 𝜆), if 𝑢𝑣, 𝑣𝑤 ∈ 𝑀 ∧ 𝑢𝑤 ∉ 𝑀,

(𝑀 \ {𝑢𝑣, 𝑣𝑤}, 𝜆 + 1), if 𝑢𝑣, 𝑣𝑤 ∈ 𝑀 ∧ 𝑢𝑤 ∈ 𝑀.

With this function reduce in mind, we now formally define the combination of two types.

Definition 8.15 (Combination of Types). Let𝐺 be a graph and let 𝑡0 be a join node of its tree decompo-

sition with children 𝑡1 and 𝑡2. Let𝑇1 ∈ T𝑡1 (𝐷1) be a type for 𝑡1 with𝑇1 = (𝑌 ′
0 , 𝑌

′
1 , 𝑌

′
2 , 𝑀

′) and𝑇2 ∈ T𝑡2 (𝐷1)
be a type for 𝑡2 with 𝑇2 = (𝑌 ′′

0 , 𝑌
′′
1 , 𝑌

′′
2 , 𝑀

′′).
The combination of 𝑇1 and 𝑇2 is undefined whenever 𝑌 ′

2 ⊈ 𝑌 ′′
0 or 𝑌 ′′

2 ⊈ 𝑌 ′
0 , that is, when a vertex

would be incident to at least three selected edges in the combined packing. Otherwise, we define a new

type 𝑇0 = (𝑌0, 𝑌1, 𝑌2, 𝑀) with

𝑌0 B 𝑌 ′
0 ∩ 𝑌 ′′

0
𝑌1 B (𝑌 ′

1 ∩ 𝑌 ′′
0 ) ∪ (𝑌 ′

0 ∩ 𝑌 ′′
1 )

𝑌2 B 𝑌 ′
2 ∪ 𝑌 ′′

2 ∪ (𝑌 ′
1 ∩ 𝑌 ′′

1 )

where the set 𝑀 is defined as the set such that (𝑀, 𝜆) is the fix point of the function reduce on input

((𝑀 ′ \𝑀 ′′) ∪ (𝑀 ′′ \𝑀 ′), |𝑀 ′ ∩𝑀 ′′ |).
We say that𝑇1 and 𝑡2 can be combined to type𝑇0 by creating 𝜆 cycles and denote this by𝑇1 ⊕𝑇2

+𝜆
= 𝑇0.

With this definition we can now state the procedure for the join node.

Lemma 8.16 (Join). Let 𝑡0 be a join node with children 𝑡1 and 𝑡2.
There is a procedure Join that, for given classes 𝑐1 = (𝑘1, 𝐷1, ℓ1, 𝑓1) for 𝑡1 and 𝑐2 = (𝑘2, 𝐷2, ℓ2, 𝑓2) for 𝑡2

with 𝐷1 = 𝐷2, computes in time O(𝜏3) a class 𝑐0 = (𝑘1 + 𝑘2, 𝐷1, ℓ0, 𝑓0) for 𝑡0 such that the following holds:

For all sets 𝐷 ′ ⊆ 𝑉𝑡1 \𝑈 and all sets 𝐷 ′′ ⊆ 𝑉𝑡2 \𝑈 if 𝐷 ′
is of class 𝑐1 for 𝑡1 and 𝐷

′′
is of class 𝑐2 for 𝑡2, then

𝐷 ′ ∪ 𝐷 ′′
is of class 𝑐0 for 𝑡0.

Proof. First observe that we assumed that each edge is introduced exactly once in the underlying tree
decomposition. Hence, the edge cannot appear in the partial packing for the left subtree and the partial
packing for the right subtree. Moreover, every type for 𝑡0 can be split into a component coming from
𝑡1 and a part coming from 𝑡2 depending on the edges that have been introduced so far.

We first define a function 𝑓 which serves as the basis for defining 𝑓0. For all types𝑇0 ∈ T𝑡0 (𝐷1), we
set

𝑓 (𝑇 ) B max
𝑇1∈T𝑡1 (𝐷1 )
𝑇2∈T𝑡2 (𝐷1 )
𝑇1⊕𝑇2

+𝜆
=𝑇0


ℓ1 − 𝑓1(𝑇1) + ℓ2 − 𝑓2(𝑇2) + 𝜆, if 𝑓1(𝑇1), 𝑓2(𝑇2) ∈ N,
/, if / ∈ {𝑓1(𝑇1), 𝑓2(𝑇2)} ∌ ⊥
⊥, if ⊥ ∈ {𝑓1(𝑇1), 𝑓2(𝑇2)},

where we assume that 𝑎 > / > ⊥ for all 𝑎 ∈ N.
Based on this we now define 𝑓0 and ℓ0. For some type 𝑇 maximizing 𝑓 (𝑇 ), we set ℓ0 B 𝑓 (𝑇 ). We

construct 𝑓0 based on 𝑓 where, for all types 𝑇 ∈ T𝑡0 (𝐷0), we set

𝑓0(𝑇 ) B


𝑓 (𝑇 ), if 𝑓 (𝑇 ) ∈ {/,⊥},
/, if 𝑓 (𝑇 ) < ℓ0 − 2(tw + 1),
ℓ0 − 𝑓 (𝑇 ), otherwise.

With this definition it follows directly that for two given sets𝐷 ′ ⊆ 𝑉𝑡1 of class 𝑐1 for 𝑡1 and𝐷 ′′ ⊆ 𝑉𝑡2
of class 𝑐2 for 𝑡2, the set 𝐷 ′ ∪ 𝐷 ′′ is of class 𝑐0 for 𝑡0. □
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8.2 Dynamic program

Now we have everything ready to state the algorithm solving Cycle-HitPack, that is, prove Theo-
rem 1.2 which we restate for convenience.

Theorem 1.2. Cycle-HitPack can be solved in time 22O(tw log tw) · 𝑛O(1)
, where tw is the treewidth of the

input graph.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Given an instance 𝐼 = (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ) of Cycle-HitPack, we first compute an optimal
tree decomposition of 𝐺 and then transform this decomposition into a nice tree decomposition with
introduce edge nodes where each edge is introduced once and the additional requirement that the root
and leaf nodes have empty bags.

The algorithm computes, for each node 𝑡 of the tree decomposition, a list L(𝑡) of classes 𝑐 for this
node such that there is a set 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡 \𝑈 that is of class 𝑐 .

The dynamic program traverses the tree decomposition in post-order and for each node 𝑡0 we
perform the following actions (depending on the type of node 𝑡0).

Leaf Node. For each leaf node 𝑡0 of the tree decomposition, we define the list L(𝑡0) explicitly by
setting L(𝑡0) B {(0,∅, 0, (∅,∅,∅,∅) ↦→ 0)}.

Introduce Vertex Node. Let 𝑡1 be the unique child of 𝑡0 and let 𝑣 be the vertex introduced at 𝑡0, that
is, 𝑋𝑡0 = 𝑋𝑡1 ∪ {𝑣}. Repeat the following two steps for all classes 𝑐1 ∈ L(𝑡1):

• Apply IntroVtxnot-del from Lemma 8.9 on 𝑐1 to compute the class 𝑐0 and add 𝑐0 to the list
L(𝑡0).

• If 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐺) \ 𝑈 , i.e., the vertex 𝑣 can be deleted, then use IntroVtxdel from Lemma 8.8 to
compute a class 𝑐′0 and add 𝑐′0 to the list L(𝑡0) as well.

Introduce Edge Node. Let 𝑡1 be the unique child of 𝑡0 and let 𝑢𝑣 be the edge introduced. Repeat the
following for all classes 𝑐1 ∈ L(𝑡1):

• If 𝑢 ∈ 𝐷1 or 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷1, then use IntroEdgedel from Lemma 8.10 on 𝑐1 to compute the class 𝑐0
and add 𝑐0 to the list L(𝑡0).

• Otherwise we get 𝑢, 𝑣 ∉ 𝐷1. Then, we use IntroEdgenot-del from Lemma 8.11 on 𝑐1 to com-
pute the class 𝑐′0 and add 𝑐′0 to the list L(𝑡0).

Forget Node. Let 𝑡1 be the unique child of 𝑡0 and let 𝑣 be the vertex forgotten, that is, 𝑋𝑡0 = 𝑋𝑡1 \ {𝑣}.
Repeat the following for all classes 𝑐1 ∈ L(𝑡1):

• If 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷1, then use Forgetdel from Lemma 8.12 on 𝑐1 to compute the class 𝑐0 and add 𝑐0 to
the list L(𝑡0).

• If 𝑣 ∉ 𝐷1, then use Forgetnot-del from Lemma 8.13 on 𝑐1 to compute the class 𝑐′0 and add 𝑐′0
to the list L(𝑡0).

Join Node. Let 𝑡0 be the unique parent of the nodes 𝑡1 and 𝑡2. Repeat the following for all pairs of
classes (𝑐1, 𝑐2) ∈ L(𝑡1) × L(𝑡2): Check that 𝐷1 = 𝐷2 and if so apply the procedure Join from
Lemma 8.16 on (𝑐1, 𝑐2) to get a class 𝑐0 for 𝑡0 and add 𝑐0 to the list L(𝑡0).

It remains to define the output of the algorithm. For this let 𝑟 be the root of the tree decomposition.
Then, the algorithm outputs Yes if the list L(𝑟 ) contains a class (𝑘0,∅, ℓ0, (∅,∅,∅,∅) ↦→ 0) for some
𝑘0 ∈ [0..𝑘] and ℓ0 ∈ [0..ℓ − 1].
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Correctness. It remains to prove the correctness and the running time of this algorithm. We
first show correctness by proving the following claim.

Claim 8.17 (Correctness). For all nodes 𝑡0, integers 0 ≤ 𝑘0 ≤ 𝑘 , vertex sets 𝐷0 ⊆ 𝑋𝑡 \ 𝑈 , integers

0 ≤ ℓ0 < ℓ , and functions 𝑓0 : T𝑡 (𝐷0) → [0..2tw+2]∪{⊥,/}, the following two statements are equivalent:

• There is a set 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡 \𝑈 of class (𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓0) for 𝑡0.

• (𝑘0, 𝐷0, ℓ0, 𝑓0) ∈ L(𝑡0).

Proof of Claim. By the definition of the procedures from Lemmas 8.8 to 8.13 and 8.16 and the definition
of the list for the leaf nodes, it directly follows that the second statement implies the first one.

Therefore, we only have to prove that the first statement implies the second statement. We prove
this inductively based on the type of the node 𝑡0 in the tree decomposition.

Leaf Node. Since the bags of the leaf nodes do not contain any vertices, no vertices can be deleted. By
assumption, the leaf nodes do not have children and hence, the only possible class is the empty
class, which we included in the list.

Introduce Vertex Node. If the set 𝐷 is of class 𝑐0 for 𝑡0 and 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷 , then 𝐷 \ {𝑣} is of some class 𝑐1
for 𝑡1. By induction we get 𝑐1 ∈ L(𝑡1). From the algorithm and the properties of IntroVtxdel, we
obtain a class 𝑐 for 𝑡0 such that 𝐷 is of class 𝑐 for 𝑡0. Moreover, the algorithm adds 𝑐0 to L(𝑡0).
Since each set 𝐷 has exactly one class for each node, we have 𝑐0 = 𝑐 and thus, 𝑐0 ∈ L(𝑡0).
Note, that if 𝑣 ∉ 𝐷 , then we similarly get that 𝑐0 ∈ L(𝑡0) by using IntroVtxnot-del.

Introduce Edge Node. The correctness follows analogously to the introduce vertex node by distin-
guishing the two caseswhether an endpoint of the introduced edgewas deleted or both endpoints
are not deleted.

Forget Node. The result follows analogously to the introduce vertex node by splitting into the two
cases of 𝑣 being deleted or not.

Join Node. Assume that 𝐷 is of class 𝑐0. If we consider 𝐷 ′ = 𝐷 ∩𝑉𝑡1 and 𝐷 ′′ = 𝐷 ∩𝑉𝑡2 , we have that
𝐷 ′ and 𝐷 ′′ are of some classes 𝑐1 and 𝑐2 for 𝑡1 and 𝑡2, respectively. By the induction hypothesis
it follows that 𝑐1 ∈ L(𝑡1) and 𝑐2 ∈ L(𝑡2).
From the definition of the algorithm and the properties of the procedure Join, it follows that
𝐷 ′ ∪ 𝐷 ′′ = 𝐷 is of some class 𝑐 for 𝑡0. By the uniqueness of classes, we conclude that 𝑐 = 𝑐0 and
therefore, 𝑐0 ∈ L(𝑡0). ⊳

As the last step we prove the running time of the algorithm depending on the size of the lists.

Claim8.18. Let𝐿 denote themaximum length of a listL(𝑡) for all nodes 𝑡 . Then, the algorithm terminates

in time 𝐿2 · 2poly(tw) · poly(𝑛).

Proof of Claim. Computing a nice tree decomposition is possible in time 2poly(tw) · poly(𝑛) [17, Chap-
ter 7.6]. Observe that handling the join nodes dominates the running time as we have to consider
up to 𝐿2 different pairs of classes. Since each new class can be computed in time 2poly(tw) , the claim
follows. ⊳

From Lemma 8.7 we know that for each node of the tree decomposition, the number of distinct
classes is at most 22O(tw log tw) · poly(𝑛). Hence, the final running time directly follows from Claim 8.18
which concludes the proof by Claim 8.17. □
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9 𝚺
P
2-Completeness Results

In this section we show the completeness of the Cycle-HitPack problem and the 𝐻 -HitPack problem
for the second level of the polynomial hierarchy. Formally, we prove Theorems 1.1 and 1.5.

Towards proving these results, we first show in Lemma 9.1 that the problems are contained in
ΣP
2 . Then, by the proof of Theorem 9.10, which is given in Section 9.2, we show the ΣP

2 -hardness
of Triangle-HitPack which we extend to Cycle-HitPack. In Section 9.3 we lift the hardness of
Triangle-HitPack to the general 𝐻 -HitPack problem by proving Lemma 9.13.

The ΣP
2 -completeness results for Cycle-HitPack and 𝐻 -HitPack from Theorems 1.1 and 1.5 then

follow from Lemma 9.1 together with the hardness results from Sections 9.2 and 9.3, respectively.

Lemma 9.1. For any connected graph 𝐻 , the problems 𝐻 -HitPack and Cycle-HitPack are in ΣP
2 .

Proof. We observe that for a given graph 𝐺 , the problem of deciding if there is a 𝐻 -packing of size at
least ℓ is in NP, as the 𝐻 -packing itself constitutes a polynomial witness. We assume oracle access to
the problem.

Next, we can solve 𝐻 -HitPack by guessing the deleted vertices non-deterministically and subse-
quently verifying that an 𝐻 -packing of size at least ℓ does not exist in the remaining graph. This can
be achieved with an NP-oracle by querying it and negating the answer. Therefore, 𝐻 -HitPack can be
solved in non-deterministic polynomial time using an NP oracle. Hence, 𝐻 -HitPack ∈ NPNP = ΣP

2 .
An analogous argument shows that Cycle-HitPack ∈ ΣP

2 . □

9.1 Satisfiability Problems Complete for 𝚺
P
2

In this section, we introduce some satisfiability problems which are complete for the second level of
the polynomial hierarchy.

We begin with the formal definition of the prototypical ΣP
2 -complete problem, which is based on

Boolean formulas in disjoint normal form (DNF).
Note that in this paper, for a variable 𝑥 , we let 𝑥 denote the negation of 𝑥 . Moreover, we say that 𝑥

is a positive literal and 𝑥 is a negative literal. Finally, note that a maximal group of disjoint literals in a
DNF is commonly referred to as a term. For example, the 3-DNF formula𝜓 = (𝑥1∧𝑥2∧𝑥3)∨(𝑥4∧𝑥5∧𝑥1)
has 5 variables, 6 literals and 2 terms. One of the terms of𝜓 is (𝑥1 ∧ 𝑥2 ∧ 𝑥3).

Definition 9.2. Let Q3DNF2 denote the problem of deciding whether a given formula 𝜑 in disjunctive

normal form with terms of length at most three on the variable set 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 , where 𝑋 = {𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚} and
𝑌 = {𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑛} for some natural numbers𝑚 and 𝑛, has an assignment to the variables in 𝑋 such that

the remaining formula is a tautology. That is,

Q3DNF2 = {𝜑 (𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚, 𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑛) ∈ 3DNF | ∃𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚 ∀𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑛 : 𝜑 = 1}.

In his seminal work, Stockmeyer [74] proved this problem to be ΣP
2 -complete.

Theorem 9.3 ([74, Theorem 4.1.2]). The problem Q3DNF2 is log-space Σ
P
2 -complete.

We define the related problem where the underlying SAT-formula is in CNF.

Definition 9.4. Denote by Q3CNF2 the problem of deciding whether a given formula 𝜑 in conjunctive

normal form with clauses of length at most three on the variable set 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 , where 𝑋 = {𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚} and
𝑌 = {𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑛} for some natural numbers𝑚 and 𝑛, has an assignment to the variables in 𝑋 such that

remaining formula is unsatisfiable. That is,

Q3CNF2 = {𝜑 (𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚, 𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑛) ∈ 3CNF | ∃𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚 �𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑛 : 𝜑 = 1}.

By using DeMorgan’s laws and basic properties of quantification and their negation, we can extend
the ΣP

2 -completeness of Q3DNF2 from Theorem 9.3 to Q3CNF2.
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Corollary 9.5. The problem Q3CNF2 is log-space Σ
P
2 -complete.

Proof. For any given 3DNF-formula 𝜑 (𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚, 𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑛), let𝜓 be the 3CNF-formula obtained from
𝜑 by replacing every literal by its negation and swapping every ∨ for ∧ and vice versa.

This yields a log-space reduction from Q3DNF2 to Q3CNF2. On the one hand, logarithmic space is
clearly sufficient to transform 𝜑 into𝜓 . On the other hand, 𝜑 is equivalent to ¬𝜓 (𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚, 𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑛),
by the laws of De Morgan and distributivity. Therefore, the formula

∃𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚 ∀𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑛 : 𝜑 (𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚, 𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑛) = 1

is equivalent to

∃𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚 ∀𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑛 : ¬𝜓 (𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚, 𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑛) = 1,

which is in turn equivalent to

∃𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚 �𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑛 : 𝜓 (𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚, 𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑛) = 1. □

As a next step we first formally define the size of a formula.

Definition 9.6 (Formula Size). The size |𝜑 | of a CNF-formula 𝜑 is the number of its clauses. We say that

𝜑 is smaller than another formula 𝜑 ′
if |𝜑 | < |𝜑 ′ |.

The last two problems we introduce consider subformulas of a given CNF-formula. For this reason
we first formally introduce this intuitive concept.

Definition 9.7 (Subformula). Given a CNF-formula 𝜑 = 𝐶1 ∧ · · · ∧𝐶𝑚 consisting of𝑚 clauses, we call

any formula𝜑 ′
that results from deleting an arbitrary subset of these clauses a subformula of𝜑 and denote

this by 𝜑 ′ ⊆ 𝜑 . If additionally 𝜑 ′ ≠ 𝜑 , that is, the deleted subset is nonempty, the resulting subformula is

called proper and we write 𝜑 ′ ⊊ 𝜑 . If𝜓 is a (proper) subformula of𝜓 ′
, then𝜓 ′

is a (proper) superformula

of𝜓 .

With this definition, we define the problems SUS and its corresponding version 3CNF-SUS for
3CNFs.

Definition 9.8 (Smallest Unsatisfiable Subformula). SUS is the problem of deciding, given a formula 𝜑

and an integer 𝑘 , whether 𝜑 has an unsatisfiable subformula of size at most 𝑘 . 3CNF-SUS is the problem
restricted to CNF formulas with at most three literals per clause.

Umans, Fortnow and Killian have reportedly proven the ΣP
2 -completeness of SUS (calling the prob-

lem MIN DNF TAUTOLOGY) [73, p. 35, L7, MIN DNF TAUTOLOGY], but only Umans published a
proof, and only for the version that does not limit the number of literals in a clause [76, Theorem 2].
Several years later and apparently without knowledge of Uman’s proof, Liberatore [51, Theorem 2]
reproved this statement by a more direct reduction, but still without the restriction to at most three
literals per clause. Although not strictly necessary for our purposes, we extend this result by providing
the missing proof of the ΣP

2 -hardness for 3CNF-SUS.

Theorem 9.9. 3CNF-SUS is ΣP
2 -complete.

Proof. For membership in ΣP
2 , guess a subformula of size 𝑘 and verify its unsatisfiability with the NP-

oracle.
We now reduce Q3CNF2 to 3CNF-SUS. Given an instance 𝜑 (𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚, 𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑛) = 𝐶1 ∧ · · · ∧𝐶𝑡

with 𝑡 clauses for the problem Q3CNF2, that is normalized to contain exactly three literals per clause
by duplicating literals if necessary. First, replace every literal that is a positive occurrence of 𝑥𝑖 by a
negative occurrence of the new variable 𝑧𝑖 , and write the 𝑡 clauses of the resulting formula as (𝜆11∨𝜆21∨
𝜆31) ∧ · · · ∧ (𝜆1𝑡 ∨ 𝜆2𝑡 ∨ 𝜆3𝑡 ). Note that any of these literals might be a negative or positive occurrence of
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𝑦 𝑗 for any 𝑗 ∈ [𝑛] since we did not modify these variables at all. The instance for 3CNF-SUS is (𝜓, 𝑘),
where, using the definition 𝑠 = ⌈log𝑚⌉, we have 𝑘 = 2𝑠+1 − (𝑚 + 1) + (2𝑡 + 2)𝑚 + 2𝑡
and𝜓 =𝑊 ∧𝑉 ∧∧𝑚

𝑖=1(𝑋𝑖 ∧ 𝑍𝑖) ∧
∧𝑡
𝑗=1 Γ𝑗 with

𝑊 =

2𝑠−1∧
𝑖=1

(𝑤2𝑖 ∨𝑤2𝑖+1 ∨𝑤𝑖),

𝑉 =

2𝑠+1−(𝑚+1)∧
𝑖=2𝑠

(𝑤𝑖),

𝑋𝑖 = (𝑥2𝑡𝑖 ) ∧ (𝑥1𝑖 ∨ 𝑥𝑖) ∧ (𝑥𝑖 ∨𝑤2𝑠+1−𝑖) ∧
2𝑡−1∧
𝑗=1

(𝑥 𝑗+1
𝑖

∨ 𝑥 𝑗
𝑖
),

𝑍𝑖 = (𝑧2𝑡𝑖 ) ∧ (𝑧1𝑖 ∨ 𝑧𝑖) ∧ (𝑧𝑖 ∨𝑤2𝑠+1−𝑖) ∧
2𝑡−1∧
𝑗=1

(𝑧 𝑗+1
𝑖

∨ 𝑧 𝑗
𝑖
), and

Γ𝑖 = (𝑤1 ∨ 𝜆1𝑖 ∨ 𝑢𝑖) ∧ (𝑢𝑖 ∨ 𝜆2𝑖 ∨ 𝜆3𝑖 ).

This construction is clearly possible in logarithmic space. Note that𝜓 contains exactly

2𝑠+1 − (𝑚 + 1) + 2𝑚(3 + 2𝑡 − 1) + 2𝑡 = 𝑘 + (2𝑡 + 2)𝑚

clauses. Each of these clauses can be interpreted as an implication as illustrated in Figure 9.1. We now
prove the correctness of the reduction. Intuitively, all clauses of𝜓 are selected with the only exception
that, for each 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚], either 𝑋𝑖 or 𝑍𝑖 is not included entirely.

Observe that setting all variables to 1 satisfies all clauses from𝑊 ∧𝑉 ∧∧𝑚
𝑖=1(𝑋𝑖∧𝑍𝑖). It follows that

any unsatisfiable formula includes a nonempty set of clauses from
∧𝑡
𝑗=1 Γ𝑖 . Moreover, since assigning

0 to both 𝑤1 and all 𝑢𝑖 satisfies all of
∧𝑡
𝑗=1 Γ𝑖 , and 𝑤1 is the only variable shared with the remaining

clauses𝑊 ∧ 𝑉 ∧ ∧𝑡
𝑖=1(𝑋𝑖 ∧ 𝑍𝑖), an unsatisfiable subformula also includes a subset of clauses from

𝑊 ∧∧𝑚
𝑖=1(𝑋𝑖 ∧𝑍𝑖) such that any assignment satisfying this subset is forced to assign 1 to𝑤1. It follows

that an unsatisfiable subformula includes all of𝑊 . This is because𝑊 contains clauses that represent
a binary tree of implications of the form 𝑤2𝑖 ∧ 𝑤2𝑖+1 → 𝑤𝑖 that needs to be included in full to force
any assignment satisfying all selected clauses from𝑊 ∧𝑉 ∧∧𝑚

𝑖=0(𝑋𝑖 ∧ 𝑍𝑖) to set𝑤1 at the root of the
implication tree to 1. Furthermore, any unsatisfiable subformula contains some clauses that forces any
assignment satisfying them to set all the leaves of the mentioned binary tree, namely 𝑤2𝑠 , . . . ,𝑤2𝑠+1 ,
to be set to 1. Including the set 𝑉 of singleton clauses does this for all but the last𝑚 leaves. For each
remaining leaf𝑤2𝑠+1−1, either 𝑋𝑖 and 𝑍𝑖 must be included.

We have seen so far that any unsatisfiable subformula of𝜓 must contain a clause from
∧𝑡
𝑗=1 Γ𝑖 , all

of𝑊 ∧𝑉 , and, for each pair of implication chains 𝑋𝑖 and 𝑍𝑖 , one chain in its entirety. Including up to
2𝑡 clauses of the other chain of a pair cannot affect the satisfiability because only the last two of the
2𝑡 + 2 clauses contain variables occurring outside of the chain, namely 𝑥𝑖 and 𝑤2𝑠+1−𝑖 , and including
such a clause and activating it via uninterrupted implication chain from the only unconditional clause
at the head of the chain, either (𝑥𝑟𝑖 ) or (𝑧𝑟𝑖 ), requires at least 2𝑡 + 1 clauses.

In addition to the 2𝑠+1 − (𝑚 + 1) + (2𝑡 + 2)𝑚 clauses from𝑊 ∧𝑉 and, for each 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚], either 𝑋𝑖 or
𝑍𝑖 , we may include exactly 2𝑡 more clauses until the threshold of 𝑘 is reached, which exactly suffices
to include all of

∧𝑡
𝑗=1 Γ𝑡 but not any pertinent part of an additional implication chain, which would

require at least 2𝑡 + 1 clauses. Therefore, 𝜓 has an unsatisfiable subformula of size at most 𝑘 if and
only if its subformula containing all clauses except, for each 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚], either 𝑋𝑖 or 𝑍𝑖 , is unsatisfiable.
Any assignment that satisfies all clauses from 𝑋𝑖 or 𝑍𝑖 must assign 1 to 𝑥𝑖 or 𝑧𝑖 , respectively, while
the other variable can be set to 0 to satisfy as many clauses as possible from

∧𝑡
𝑖=1 Γ𝑖 . This corresponds

to a consistent assignment of either 0 or 1 to each variable from 𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚 , whereas assignments to
𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑛 are not restricted in any way.
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𝜆11 ∨ 𝑢1

𝜆21 ∨ 𝜆31

𝜆12 ∨ 𝑢2

𝜆22 ∨ 𝜆32

𝜆13 ∨ 𝑢3

𝜆23 ∨ 𝜆33

𝜆14 ∨ 𝑢4

𝜆24 ∨ 𝜆34

𝜆1𝑡 ∨ 𝑢𝑡

𝜆2𝑡 ∨ 𝜆3𝑡

𝑤1

𝑤2 ∧𝑤3

𝑤4 ∧𝑤5 𝑤6 ∧𝑤7

𝑤8 ∧𝑤9 𝑤10 ∧𝑤11 𝑤12 ∧𝑤13 𝑤14 ∧𝑤15

Γ1 Γ2 Γ3 Γ4 Γ𝑡

𝑊

𝑉

𝑋𝑖 ∪ 𝑍𝑖 𝑋2 ∪ 𝑍2 𝑋1 ∪ 𝑍1

𝑤2𝑠 ∧𝑤2𝑠+1 𝑤2𝑠+1−𝑖−1 ∧𝑤2𝑠+1−𝑖 𝑤2𝑠+1−2 ∧𝑤2𝑠+1−1

𝑥𝑖

𝑥1𝑖

𝑥2𝑖

𝑥3𝑖

𝑥2𝑡−1𝑖

𝑥2𝑡𝑖

𝑧𝑖

𝑧1𝑖

𝑧2𝑖

𝑧3𝑖

𝑧2𝑡−1𝑖

𝑧2𝑡𝑖

𝑥2

𝑥12

𝑥22

𝑥23

𝑥2𝑡−12

𝑥2𝑡2

𝑧2

𝑧12

𝑧22

𝑧32

𝑧2𝑡−12

𝑧2𝑡2

𝑥1

𝑥11

𝑥21

𝑥31

𝑥2𝑡−11

𝑥2𝑡1

𝑧1

𝑧11

𝑧21

𝑧31

𝑧2𝑡−11

𝑧2𝑡1

Figure 9.1: Illustration of the implications encoded by the different sets of clauses used in the reduction
of the proof of Theorem 9.9. Note that the clauses correspond to the arrows in the illustration, not the
depicted variables. For example, the clause (𝑤2∨𝑤3∨𝑤1) is equivalent to the implication (𝑤2∧𝑤3) →
𝑤1 represented by the bottom-most arrow of𝑊 in the illustration, the left-most arrow right below it
represent implication 𝑤1 → (𝜆11 ∨ 𝑢1) equivalent to the clause (𝑤1 ∨ 𝜆11 ∨ 𝑢1), and the clause (𝑧2𝑡1 )
corresponds to arrow at the top right starting from nowhere, which is interpreted as an implication
with a true antecedent, equivalent to the clause (𝑧2𝑡1 ).

Any assignment satisfying all included clauses except possibly those of
∧𝑡
𝑖=1 Γ𝑖 assigns 1 to𝑤1. Such

an assignment satisfies the first clause of Γ𝑖 if its sets 𝜆1𝑖 or 𝑢𝑖 to 1. If 𝑢𝑖 is set to 1, then satisfying the
second clause of Γ𝑖 requires 𝜆2𝑖 or 𝜆3𝑖 to be set to 1. For any assignment setting𝑤1 to 1, two clauses of Γ𝑖
are thus equivalent to𝐶𝑖 for each 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚] and∧𝑡

𝑖=1 Γ𝑖 is equivalent to
∧𝑡
𝑖=1𝐶𝑖 = 𝜑 (𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚, 𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑛).

This shows that 𝜑 is in Q3CNF2 if and only if𝜓 has an unsatisfiable subformula of size at most 𝑘 .
Note that we do not know the exact minimum size of an unsatisfiable subformula since not all
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clauses from
∧𝑡
𝑗=1 Γ𝑗 might be needed. But the threshold 𝑘 is sufficiently large for all of them to be

included in any case. □

9.2 𝚺
P
2 -Hardness for Triangle-HitPack and Cycle-HitPack

We use the ΣP
2 -hardness of SUS from Theorem 9.9 to prove the ΣP

2 -hardness of Triangle-HitPack.
The completeness for ΣP

2 then directly follows from Lemma 9.1.

Theorem 9.10. The problem Triangle-HitPack is ΣP
2 -hard on tripartite graphs.

Proof. We reduce from SUS by mapping any given pair (𝜑, 𝑘), where𝜑 = 𝐶1∧· · ·∧𝐶𝑚 is a formula with
𝑚 clauses on the variable set {𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛}, to an instance (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ) of Triangle-HitPack as described
below. The entire construction is shown in Figure 9.2 for a simple example.

Construction. The graph𝐺 contains, for every variable 𝑥𝑖 , a triangle cycle of 2𝑚 triangles, each
conjoined to the next at one vertex. Formally, we have four sets of𝑚 vertices each,

𝑉𝑖 = {𝑣1𝑖 , . . . , 𝑣𝑚𝑖 }, 𝑉 𝑖 = {𝑣1𝑖 , . . . , 𝑣𝑚𝑖 }, 𝑊𝑖 = {𝑤1
𝑖 , . . . ,𝑤

𝑚
𝑖 }, and 𝑊 𝑖 = {𝑤1

𝑖 , . . . ,𝑤
𝑚
𝑖 },

and the edges of the triangles {𝑤 𝑗

𝑖
, 𝑣
𝑗

𝑖
,𝑤

𝑗

𝑖
} and {𝑤 𝑗

𝑖
, 𝑣
𝑗

𝑖
,𝑤

𝑗+1
𝑖

} for every 𝑗 ∈ [𝑚], identifying𝑤𝑚+1
𝑖 with

𝑤1
𝑖 for convenience.
For every clause 𝐶 𝑗 , we add a clause triangle {𝑎 𝑗 , 𝑏 𝑗 , 𝑐 𝑗 }. Moreover, for every literal in this clause,

we add two literal edges from 𝑎 𝑗 and 𝑏 𝑗 to a literal vertex, namely 𝑣 𝑗
𝑖
if the literal is 𝑥𝑖 and 𝑣 𝑗𝑖 if the literal

is 𝑥𝑖 for some 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛]. We call the vertices of this clause gadget the clause vertices.
Finally, we choose ℓ = 𝑚𝑛 +𝑚 as the number of triangles that should not be possible to pack and

𝑈 = 𝑉 (𝐺) \ {𝑐1, . . . , 𝑐𝑚} as the set of undeletable vertices. The number of vertices we are allowed to
delete is 𝑘 . This finishes the construction of the instance (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ).

Correctness. We now prove the correctness of the reduction. A maximum triangle packing of
the graph𝐺 consists, without loss of generality, of the𝑚 clause triangles and every second triangle of
each triangle cycle; these are𝑚 + 𝑛 ·𝑚 triangles in total. These triangles cover all vertices except, for
each 𝑖 , either𝑉𝑖 or𝑉 𝑖 . We interpret𝑉𝑖 being uncovered as assigning 1 to 𝑥𝑖 and𝑉 𝑖 being uncovered as
assigning 0 to 𝑥𝑖 .

Deleting 𝑐 𝑗 means that we cannot keep the 𝑗th clause triangle in a maximum packing. But we can
keep the edge {𝑎 𝑗 , 𝑏 𝑗 } and replace 𝑐 𝑗 by any of its literal vertices unless they are already covered. Since
either𝑉𝑖 or𝑉 𝑖 is always covered, it follows that we can still pack𝑚𝑛 +𝑚 triangles into the graph from
which a set 𝐷 of vertices has been deleted if and only if the corresponding subformula consisting of the
clauses {𝐶 𝑗 | 𝑐 𝑗 ∈ 𝐷} is satisfiable; otherwise, it is impossible to pack this many triangles. It follows
immediately that from 𝐺 we can obtain a graph without a triangle packing of size 𝑘 = 𝑚𝑛 +𝑚 by
deleting 𝑘 deletable vertices if and only if 𝜑 has an unsatisfiable subformula of size at most 𝑘 . □

As a next step we extend the previous result to Cycle-HitPack. For this we make use of the
problem Triangle-HitPart which is defined as follows.

Definition 9.11 (Triangle-HitPart). The problem Triangle-HitPart asks, given a graph 𝐺 , a vertex

set 𝑈 ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐺), and an integer 𝑘 , whether it is possible to delete exactly 𝑘 vertices from the graph 𝐺 such

that the vertices of the remaining graph cannot be partitioned into triangles.

Note that we require the deletion of exactly 𝑘 vertices for this partition version of the problem
since allowing for the deletion of less than 𝑘 vertices would render the problem trivial for any positive
𝑘 : If the number of vertices in the graph is divisible by 3, deleting one vertex; otherwise, leave it as
it is, gives a graph with no triangle-partition. We could also require the deletion of exactly 𝑘 vertices
for the packing version of the problem. All of our results still hold because deleting more vertices can
never increase the packing number of the remaining graph.

We will prove the following two theorems at once.
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𝑤1
1

𝑣11

𝑤1
1

𝑣11

𝑤2
1

𝑣21

𝑤2
1

𝑣21

𝑤3
1

𝑥1
𝑤1

2

𝑣12

𝑤1
2

𝑣12

𝑤2
2

𝑣22

𝑤2
2

𝑣22

𝑤3
2

𝑥2

𝑤1
3

𝑣13
𝑤1

3

𝑣13
𝑤2

3

𝑣23
𝑤2

3

𝑣23
𝑤3

3

𝑥3

𝑎1 𝑏1

𝑐1𝐶1

𝑎2 𝑏2

𝑐2 𝐶2

Figure 9.2: Construction of 𝐺 (𝜑) for the simple instance (𝜑, 𝑘) with 𝑘 = 1 and 𝜑 = (𝑥1 ∨ 𝑥2 ∨ 𝑥3) ∧
(𝑥1 ∨𝑥2 ∨𝑥3). Note that within the variable gadgets,𝑤3

1 ,𝑤3
2 , and𝑤3

3 are identified with𝑤1
1 𝑤

1
2 , and𝑤1

3 ,
respectively, creating one triangle cycle for each variable. Each clause has its own gadget consisting of
a triangle and additional literal edges connecting it to the variable gadgets.
The dashed vertex 𝑐2 is deleted, which corresponds to activating the second clause of the formula. The
bold lines show a maximum triangle packing of the remaining graph. The remaining packed triangle
correspond to the satisfying assignment 𝑥1 ↦→ 0, 𝑥2 ↦→ 1, 𝑥3 ↦→ 1. The maximum packing has a total
size of𝑚𝑛 +𝑚 = 8, showing that this is a no-instance, which is trivial in this case since all subformulas
of 𝜑 are satisfiable.

Theorem 1.1. Cycle-HitPack is ΣP
2 -complete.

Theorem 9.12. The problem Triangle-HitPart is ΣP
2 -hard on tripartite graphs.

Proof of Theorems 1.1 and 9.12. We extend the construction used in the proof of Theorem 9.10 as fol-
lows. We have already observed that for a no-instance all subgraphs of 𝐺 resulting from deleting up
to 𝑘 deletable vertices have a triangle packing of size 𝑚𝑛 +𝑚 where all uncovered vertices are from
𝑉 ∪𝑉 . For 𝑘 deleted vertices, exactly𝑚𝑛 − 𝑘 among these vertices remain uncovered. We extend𝐺 to
a new graph𝐺 ′ by adding, for each 𝑟 ∈ [𝑚𝑛 − 𝑘], a vertex pair {𝑦𝑟 , 𝑧𝑟 } and, for each vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 ∪𝑉 ,
the edges of the triangle {𝑣,𝑦𝑟 , 𝑧𝑟 }.

Each new vertex pair {𝑦𝑟 , 𝑧𝑟 } can be used for packing exactly one triangle that covers exactly one
arbitrary vertex from 𝑉 ∪ 𝑉 . This enables us to turn any of the previously considered packings of
size𝑚𝑛 +𝑚 of 𝐺 after the deletion of 𝑘 vertices into a triangle partition of size𝑚𝑛 +𝑚 + (𝑚𝑛 − 𝑘) =
2𝑚𝑛 +𝑚 − 𝑘 of 𝐺 ′ after the deletion of the same vertices. Conversely, for any triangle partition of 𝐺 ′,
which necessarily has size 2𝑚𝑛 +𝑚 −𝑘 , we obtain a packing of size exactly𝑚𝑛 +𝑚 for𝐺 by removing
the𝑚𝑛 − 𝑘 triangles containing any of the new vertex pairs.

This provides a direct reduction from SUS both to Triangle-HitPart and, because a triangle parti-
tion is themost efficient way of packing as many cycles as possible into a graph, toCycle-HitPack. □

9.3 𝚺
P
2 -Hardness for 𝑯 -HitPack

Now, we focus on the proof of the following statement.

Theorem 1.5. For any fixed connected graph 𝐻 with at least three vertices, 𝐻 -HitPack is ΣP
2 -complete.

The containment in ΣP
2 follows from Lemma 9.1. The hardness result follows immediately from

the hardness result for Triangle-HitPack, Theorem 9.10, together with a polynomial-time reduction
from Triangle-HitPack to 𝐻 -HitPack, formally stated in Lemma 9.13. We actually prove a stronger
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result and additionally show that this reduction is pathwidth-preserving, by which we mean that for an
input graph 𝐺 of Triangle-HitPack, the 𝐻 -HitPack oracle is called by the algorithm only on input
graphs whose pathwidth exceeds the pathwidth of𝐺 by at most some additive constant. While we do
not need this stronger version in the current section, we use it in Section 10.

Lemma 9.13. Let 𝐻 be a fixed connected graph with at least three vertices. There is a polynomial-time

pathwidth-preserving reduction from Triangle-HitPack to 𝐻 -HitPack.

Towards proving Lemma 9.13, let us first give some intuition and introduce some definitions.

Intuition. The naive idea is to introduce, for each triangle𝑇 of the given instance, a copy of the
graph 𝐻 , say 𝐻𝑇 , and to identify three (arbitrary) vertices of 𝐻𝑇 with the vertices of the triangle 𝑇 .
However, in this construction there is no guarantee that, in an𝐻 -packing of this modified instance,𝐻𝑇
is covered only by one copy of 𝐻 . Instead, it could be the case that one part of 𝐻𝑇 is covered by one
copy of 𝐻 , while another part of 𝐻𝑇 is covered by a different copy. To avoid this situation, rather than
identifying the vertices of the triangle𝑇 with corresponding vertices in 𝐻𝑇 directly, we introduce long
chains (of gadgets) between these vertices. We create, for each vertex 𝑣 of a triangle 𝑇 , a chain 𝐶𝑇,𝑣
consisting of modified copies of 𝐻 (which we later formally introduce as diamond gadgets) that allow
us to propagate the information whether 𝑇 was covered. Again, as this propagation is not enforced,
there might be packings that do not properly propagate this information. However, the construction of
these diamond gadgets and the length of the chain ensure that these undesired packings have size far
from the maximum. To make the construction with the chains work, we require that 𝐻 is connected,
and in order to have distinct vertices in𝐻𝑇 corresponding to the vertices of the triangle𝑇 , we need the
requirement that 𝐻 have size at least 3.

Diamond Gadgets. Inspired by Kirkpatrick and Hell [43], we define the diamond gadget as fol-
lows. Let 𝐻 be a connected graph with at least two vertices. Let 𝑢 and 𝑢′ be vertices with maximum
distance in 𝐻 . Since 𝐻 is connected, this distance is finite, and since 𝐻 has at least two vertices, 𝑢 and
𝑢′ are distinct. We introduce a new vertex 𝑢 that is a copy of 𝑢 in the sense that it is incident precisely
to the neighbors of 𝑢. The graph 𝐻 together with this new vertex 𝑢 and the corresponding new edges
forms the diamond gadget (of 𝐻 ), which we abbreviate by the symbol ♦. We say that 𝑢 and 𝑢 are the
connecting vertices of ♦.

We point out two choices of packing 𝐻 into ♦ (there might be more): (1) the packing that covers
the original copy of 𝐻 (with the corresponding vertices), in particular, it covers 𝑢. We say that this
is the forward packing for ♦, or (2) the packing that is identical to the forward packing, except that it
covers 𝑢 instead of 𝑢, we say this is the backward packing for ♦.

Proof of Lemma 9.13. Let 𝐻 be an arbitrary connected graph with at least three vertices. Given an
instance 𝐼△ = (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ) of Triangle-HitPack, we define an instance 𝐼𝐻 of 𝐻 -HitPack as follows.
We set 𝑛𝐻 B |𝑉 (𝐻 ) |, and we denote by T the set of all triangles in 𝐺 .

For each triangle𝑇 ∈ T and each vertex 𝑣 of𝑇 we introduce a gadget𝐶𝑇,𝑣 (cf. Figure 9.3) as follows:

• For all 𝑖 ∈ [10𝑛𝐻 ], we create a copy of the gadget ♦, denoted by ♦(𝑖 )
𝑇,𝑣

.

• For all 𝑖 ∈ [10𝑛𝐻 − 1], we identify vertex 𝑢 of ♦(𝑖 )
𝑇,𝑣

with vertex 𝑢 of ♦(𝑖+1)
𝑇,𝑣

.

• The gadget 𝐶𝑇,𝑣 consists of the union of the diamond gadgets ♦(1)
𝑇,𝑣
, . . . , ♦(10𝑛𝐻 )

𝑇,𝑣
.

• If, for all 𝑖 ∈ [10𝑛𝐻 ], we choose the forward packing for ♦(𝑖 )
𝑇,𝑣

, then we say this is the forward

packing for 𝐶𝑇,𝑣 .

• If, for all 𝑖 ∈ [10𝑛𝐻 ], we choose the backward packing for ♦(𝑖 )
𝑇,𝑣

, then we say this is the backward
packing for 𝐶𝑇,𝑣 .
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♦(1)
𝑇,𝑥
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𝑇,𝑥
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𝑇,𝑧
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...

...
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...

...

𝑥

𝑦

𝑧

𝐻𝑇𝑇

. . .

. . .

. . .

Figure 9.3: An illustration of 𝐻𝑇 for 𝑇 = 𝑥𝑦𝑧. The three rows of diamond gadgets correspond to the
chains 𝐶𝑇,𝑥 , 𝐶𝑇,𝑦 , and 𝐶𝑇,𝑧 , respectively. The dashed edges of the triangle are deleted in the construc-
tion.

For each triangle 𝑇 ∈ T and for every vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑇 , we identify 𝑣 with the connecting vertex 𝑢
of ♦(1)

𝑇,𝑣
. For every triangle 𝑇 = 𝑥𝑦𝑧 in 𝐺 , we introduce a copy of 𝐻 , denoted by 𝐻𝑇 . We identify the

connecting vertices 𝑢 of ♦(10𝑛𝐻 )
𝑇,𝑥

, ♦(10𝑛𝐻 )
𝑇,𝑦

, ♦(10𝑛𝐻 )
𝑇,𝑧

with three (arbitrary) distinct vertices 𝑣𝑝 , 𝑣𝑞, 𝑣𝑟 of 𝐻𝑇 ,
respectively. In order to avoid the situation that the edges in the triangles of 𝐺 are used for packing
𝐻 , we delete all edges which are originally in 𝐺 . The construction for some triangle 𝑇 is illustrated in
Figure 9.3.

Let𝐺 ′ be the resulting graph. We define𝑈 ′ B 𝑈 ∪𝑉 (𝐺 ′) \𝑉 (𝐺) as the set of undeletable vertices
of 𝐺 ′, that is, the deletable vertices are precisely the deletable vertices from 𝐺 . We set 𝑘 ′ B 𝑘 and
ℓ ′ B 30𝑛𝐻 · |T |+ℓ . Let 𝐼𝐻 = (𝐺 ′,𝑈 ′, 𝑘 ′, ℓ ′) be the instance of 𝐻 -HitPack. This finishes the construction.

Now we prove the correctness of this reduction.

Claim 9.14. If 𝐼△ is a Yes-instance of Triangle-HitPack, then 𝐼𝐻 is a Yes-instance of 𝐻 -HitPack.

Proof of Claim. Let 𝑆 be some solution of 𝐼△ = (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ). Since the deletable vertices of 𝐺 are also
deletable in 𝐺 ′ and by definition of 𝐼𝐻 , we get 𝑆 ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐺 ′) \𝑈 ′ and |𝑆 | ≤ 𝑘 = 𝑘 ′. In the remainder we
prove that all 𝐻 -packings of 𝐺 ′ \ 𝑆 have size less than ℓ ′.

Assume, for the sake of contradiction that there is an 𝐻 -packing P′ for 𝐺 ′ − 𝑆 containing at least
ℓ ′ copies of 𝐻 . In the next steps we show that we can assume that P′ is either the forward packing
or the backward packing on all gadgets 𝐶𝑇,𝑣 . A priori, this is not clear as, while we delete the edges
of the original graph𝐺 , each original vertex can be contained in multiple triangles of𝐺 , and therefore
might now be connected to multiple gadgets 𝐶𝑇,𝑣 , 𝐶𝑇 ′,𝑣 , and so on. So, a copy of 𝐻 in some packing
could cover some part of 𝐶𝑇,𝑣 and some part of 𝐶𝑇 ′,𝑣 (other than just 𝑣). We argue that without loss of
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generality, we can assume that this is not the case.

1. Consider some diamond gadget ♦(𝑖 )
𝑇,𝑣

. Since 𝐻 is connected and has at least two vertices, this
gadget has precisely two vertices that are connected to the rest of 𝐺”: the connecting vertices 𝑢
and 𝑢. Consequently, as 𝐻 is connected and ♦(𝑖 )

𝑇,𝑣
− {𝑢,𝑢} only has |𝑉 (𝐻 ) | − 1 vertices, a copy of

𝐻 in the packing P′ that covers some of the vertices of ♦(𝑖 )
𝑇,𝑣

has to cover at least one of 𝑢 or 𝑢.
Thus, there are at most two copies of 𝐻 that cover some vertices of ♦(𝑖 )

𝑇,𝑣
.

2. Now suppose that in P′ there is a copy of 𝐻 that covers both connecting vertices of some di-
amond gadget. Then no other copy of 𝐻 covers vertices of this diamond gadget. Then we can
replace this copy of 𝐻 by the forward or backward packing for this diamond gadget without
changing the size (or feasibility) of P′. Thus, we can assume that in the 𝐻 -packing P′ there is
no copy of 𝐻 covering both connecting vertices of some diamond gadget.

3. Consider some diamond gadget ♦(𝑖 )
𝑇,𝑣

and the corresponding distinguished vertices 𝑢, 𝑢, and 𝑢′.
Suppose some copy of 𝐻 in P′ covers some vertex 𝑤 outside of ♦(𝑖 )

𝑇,𝑣
. We argue that this copy

of 𝐻 cannot cover 𝑢′: First, as 𝐻 is connected, the vertices 𝑢′ and 𝑤 have to be connected in
𝐺 . Consider a shortest path between 𝑢′ and 𝑤 in 𝐺 . It has to go through one of the connecting
vertices 𝑢 or 𝑢, say through 𝑢. This implies that the distance between 𝑢′ and 𝑤 is strictly larger
than the distance between 𝑢′ and 𝑢. Since the distance between 𝑢′ and 𝑢 equals the diameter of
𝐻 , the graph 𝐻 cannot cover both 𝑤 and 𝑢′. So we have shown that a copy of 𝐻 that covers 𝑢′
covers no vertex outside of the corresponding gadget ♦(𝑖 )

𝑇,𝑣
. By the previous deductions, we know

that such a copy covers precisely one of𝑢 or𝑢, and actually due to the fact that ♦(𝑖 )
𝑇,𝑣

has precisely
|𝑉 (𝐻 ) | + 1 vertices, such a copy of 𝐻 then covers all vertices of ♦(𝑖 )

𝑇,𝑣
apart from one of 𝑢 or 𝑢. So,

summarizing, if 𝑢′ is covered, then we can assume that ♦(𝑖 )
𝑇,𝑣

is covered according to the forward
packing or backward packing, respectively.

4. Suppose that for some 𝑇 and 𝑣 , there is (at least) one gadget ♦(𝑖 )
𝑇,𝑣

for which the corresponding
vertex𝑢′ is covered by P. Let 𝑖min ∈ [10𝑛𝐻 ] be the smallest such index. From the previous point,
we can assume that the copy of 𝐻 that covers 𝑢′ covers ♦(𝑖min )

𝑇,𝑣
according to either the forward or

the backward packing. Suppose it is the backward packing — the other case is analogous. Then
𝑢 of ♦(𝑖min+1)

𝑇,𝑣
is already covered by the backward packing of ♦(𝑖min )

𝑇,𝑣
and consequently there is at

most one other copy of𝐻 in the packing P that covers vertices of ♦(𝑖min+1)
𝑇,𝑣

. This copy then has to
cover the vertex corresponding to𝑢 (in ♦(𝑖min+1)

𝑇,𝑣
). Therefore, we can replace this copy of𝐻 by the

backward packing of ♦(𝑖min+1)
𝑇,𝑣

without violating the feasibility of the packing. Using the argument
iteratively, we can assume that for all 𝑖 ≥ 𝑖min the corresponding gadget is covered according to
the backward packing. Now let us look at ♦(𝑖min−1)

𝑇,𝑣
. By assumption, the corresponding vertex 𝑢′

is not covered. Let us consider a copy of𝐻 that covers some vertices from ♦(𝑖min−1)
𝑇,𝑣

. We know that
it covers precisely one of 𝑢 or 𝑢 from ♦(𝑖min−1)

𝑇,𝑣
. Since it does not covers both, but it also does not

cover 𝑢′, from the number of vertices of 𝐻 , it follows that it has to cover some vertices outside
of ♦(𝑖min−1)

𝑇,𝑣
. Thus, it cannot cover 𝑢 since then it would have to cover other vertices in ♦(𝑖min )

𝑇,𝑣
—

however, all of these vertices are already covered. It follows that such a copy of 𝐻 would have
to cover 𝑢, and importantly this means that there is only one such copy in P that covers vertices
of ♦(𝑖min−1)

𝑇,𝑣
. Hence, we can replace it by the backward packing for ♦(𝑖min−1)

𝑇,𝑣
without violating the

feasibility of the packing. Again, we can use the argument iteratively for all 𝑖 < 𝑖min. So we can
assume the backward packing on 𝐶𝑇,𝑣 . Similarly we could assume the forward packing on 𝐶𝑇,𝑣
if ♦(𝑖min )

𝑇,𝑣
were covered according to the forward packing.

5. Finally, suppose there are 𝑇 and 𝑣 such that, for all 𝑖 ∈ [10𝑛𝐻 ], the vertex 𝑢′ from ♦(𝑖 )
𝑇,𝑣

is not
covered by the packing P′. In this case the packing covers at most 10(𝑛𝐻 −1) ·𝑛𝐻 vertices of𝐶𝑇,𝑣 .
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Note also, that since 𝐻 is connected, each copy of 𝐻 in the packing that covers vertices within
𝐶𝑇,𝑣 as well as outside, has to cover one of the three vertices of the triangle 𝑇 . Consequently,
there can be at most 3 such copies of 𝐻 in the packing. Using this fact, together with the fact
that at most 10(𝑛𝐻 − 1) ·𝑛𝐻 vertices of𝐶𝑇,𝑣 are covered, we conclude that at most 10(𝑛𝐻 − 1) + 3
copies of 𝐻 cover vertices of 𝐶𝑇,𝑣 . Hence we can replace these copies of 𝐻 with the backward
packing for𝐶𝑇,𝑣 and obtain an overall packing that is strictly larger as we now pack 10𝑛𝐻 copies
of 𝐻 to cover 𝐶𝑇,𝑣 .

So we have shown that in P′, every copy of𝐻 either corresponds to a backward or forward packing
for a diamond gadget or covers precisely the vertices of some 𝐻𝑇 (if it were to cover some vertices of
𝐻𝑇 and some vertices outside of 𝐻𝑇 then these outside vertices are part of some diamond gadget and
this would contradict the fact that this diamond gadget is covered either by the forward or backward
packing).

Recall that we assumed for contradiction that |P′ | ≥ ℓ ′ = 30𝑛𝐻 · |T | + ℓ . By the construction
of the graph, the packing P′′ contains already 30𝑛𝐻 · |T | copies of 𝐻 from the chains 𝐶𝑇,𝑣 . Then it
contains at least an additional ℓ copies of 𝐻 that cover 𝐻𝑇 for some triangle 𝑇 = 𝑥𝑦𝑧. However, then
the corresponding gadgets𝐶𝑇,𝑥 ,𝐶𝑇,𝑥 , and𝐶𝑇,𝑥 have to be covered according to the forward packing as
otherwise the vertices at the intersection of 𝐻𝑇 and these chains would be covered twice. It follows
that the vertices of the triangle 𝑇 are covered. So this would imply that there is a triangle-packing of
size at least ℓ in 𝐺 \ 𝑆 , contradicting that 𝑆 is a solution for 𝐼 .

We conclude that 𝐼𝐻 = (𝐺 ′,𝑈 ′, 𝑘 ′, ℓ ′) is a Yes-instance of 𝐻 -HitPack which finishes the proof of
the claim. ⊳

Now we prove the reverse direction.

Claim 9.15. If 𝐼𝐻 = (𝐺 ′,𝑈 ′, 𝑘 ′, ℓ ′) is a Yes-instance of𝐻 -HitPack, then 𝐼△ = (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ) is a Yes-instance
of Triangle-HitPack.

Proof of Claim. Let 𝑆 ′ be some solution for 𝐼𝐻 . Since 𝐼𝐻 and 𝐼△ have the same set of deletable vertices,
we have 𝑆 ′ ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐺) \𝑈 . Moreover, since 𝑘 ′ = 𝑘 , it also holds that |𝑆 ′ | ≤ 𝑘 . To show that 𝑆 ′ is a solution
for 𝐼△ , it remains to prove that 𝐺 − 𝑆 ′ has no △-packing of size at least ℓ .

Suppose for contradiction’s sake that there is a △-packing P of size at least ℓ in 𝐺 − 𝑆 . We define
a corresponding 𝐻 -packing P′ in 𝐺 ′ \ 𝑆 ′ as follows.

• For every triangle 𝑇 ∈ P and every vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑇 , we add to P′ the forward packing for 𝐶𝑇,𝑣
(containing 10𝑛𝐻 copies of𝐻 ), and a copy of𝐻 that covers precisely𝐻𝑇 . Note that this is feasible
as the forward packing does not cover any vertices from𝐻𝑇 . This gives a total of 30𝑛𝐻 +1 copies
of 𝐻 in the packing P′ per triangle in P.

• For every triangle 𝑇 ∈ T \ P and every vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑇 , we add the backward packing for 𝐶𝑇,𝑣 to
P′. This gives a total of 30𝑛𝐻 copies of 𝐻 per triangle outside of P.

It is straightforward to see that the resulting packing P′ is indeed feasible, and it has size at least
30𝑛𝐻 |T | + ℓ = ℓ ′. This finishes the proof of the claim. ⊳

It remains to show that the pathwidth of 𝐺 ′ exceeds that of 𝐺 by at most some additive constant.

Claim 9.16. If 𝐺 has pathwidth pw, then 𝐺 ′
has pathwidth pw + O(1).

Proof of Claim. Suppose there is a path decomposition for 𝐺 of width pw. For every triangle 𝑇 = 𝑥𝑦𝑧

of 𝐺 , there is at least one bag that contains all vertices of 𝑇 . We replace it with a bag 𝑋𝑇 that contains
all vertices of 𝐶𝑇,𝑥 , 𝐶𝑇,𝑦 , 𝐶𝑇,𝑧 , and of 𝐻𝑇 . This gives a valid path decomposition of 𝐺 ′. Since the
number of vertices in 𝐶𝑇,𝑥 , 𝐶𝑇,𝑦 , 𝐶𝑇,𝑧 , and 𝐻𝑇 depends only on 𝐻 (which is fixed), the pathwidth of𝐺 ′

is pw + O(1). ⊳

This finishes the proof of Lemma 9.13. □
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10 Double-Exponential Lower Bounds Parameterized by Pathwidth

In this section, we prove Theorems 1.3 and 1.9, which state double exponential lower bounds for 𝐻 -
HitPack and Cycle-HitPack in terms of the pathwidth of the input graph. Note that this directly
implies corresponding lower bounds in terms of treewidth. Let us first consider Theorem 1.9 and
restate it for convenience. We consider Theorem 1.3 later in Section 10.3.

Theorem 1.9. Assuming ETH, for any fixed connected graph 𝐻 with at least three vertices, 𝐻 -HitPack

has no 22𝑜 (pw) · 𝑛O(1)
time algorithm, where pw is the pathwidth of the input graph.

Often such lower bounds are stated in their strengthened version, in which it is assumed that a
path decomposition of width pw is given as part of the input. However, this is no strengthening in
our case since the runtime lower bound is double exponential in pw and it is well-known that a path
decomposition of 𝐺 can be computed in time exponential in pw2 and linear in 𝑛 [45].

Again, we first give a hardness result for Triangle-HitPack.

Lemma 10.1. Let 𝜑 be a 3-SAT instance with 𝑛 variables and𝑚 clauses. In time O(𝑛 +𝑚 log𝑚), we can
construct an instance 𝐼 = (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ) of Triangle-HitPack such that

• 𝜑 is satisfiable if and only if 𝐼 has a solution,

• 𝐺 has pathwidth at most O(log𝑚), and

• 𝐺 is of size O(𝑚 log𝑚).

The proof of Lemma 10.1 is given in Section 10.1. As a second step, we then apply the pathwidth-
preserving reduction from Triangle-HitPack to 𝐻 -HitPack (for any fixed, connected graph 𝐻 ), as
stated in Lemma 9.13. Here are the details.

Proof of Theorem 1.9. Assume that 𝐻 -HitPack could be solved in time 22𝑜 (pw)
𝑛O(1) . Let 𝜑 be an in-

stance of 3-SAT with 𝑛 variables and 𝑚 clauses. We use Lemma 10.1, to obtain an instance 𝐼𝜑 of
Triangle-HitPack with pathwidth O(log(𝑚)) that has a solution if and only if 𝜑 has a solution. Now
we can execute our hypothetical algorithm for 𝐻 -HitPack instead of each oracle call of the reduction
from Lemma 9.13 on input 𝐼𝜑 . Note that this procedure solves a given instance 𝜑 of 3-SAT. Moreover,
in total the procedure takes time

22𝑜 (pw(𝐼△ )+O(1) ) · |𝐼△ |O(1) ≤ 22𝑜 (log𝑚) · (𝑛 +𝑚)O(1) ≤ 2𝑜 (𝑛+𝑚) .

This gives a contradiction, as the ETH ([36] combined with the Sparsification Lemma [37]) implies that
3-SAT cannot be solved in 2𝑜 (𝑛+𝑚) time [17, Theorem 14.4]. □

10.1 Lower Bound for Triangle-HitPack

Before proving Lemma 10.1, i.e., the lower bound for Triangle-HitPack, we first provide some in-
tuition for the construction. Let 𝜑 be the 3-SAT formula. The graph of the instance 𝐼 of Triangle-
HitPack contains a vertex set 𝑍 (of size O(log𝑚)) that separates the graph into two halves, referred
to as the left and right half. We use the vertices in 𝑍 to represent (the identifier of) some clause. The
right half encodes the assignment to the variables of 𝜑 by deleting certain vertices, while the left half
is used to select a clause for which we want to check if it is satisfied by the assignment. Then each
clause will correspond to some maximal triangle packing in the constructed graph.

In order to ensure that each clause is satisfied, we want to rule out the possibility that all literals of
some clause are unsatisfied. This is done in the following way: If the set of vertex deletions in the right
half of the graph specifies an assignment of variables that leaves all literals of some clause unsatisfied,
then the maximal triangle packing (after the deletions) that corresponds to that particular clause will
have size at least ℓ . This way a variable assignment is not a solution if and only if the corresponding
deletion set is also not a solution (as it allows too large of a packing).
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To ensure that three unsatisfied literals of some clause yield a large triangle packing, we construct
gadgets on the right half that contribute a large number of triangles to the packing whenever the
literal is not satisfied by the clause. Conversely, if the clause is satisfied by the literal, the gadget
contributes only a small number of triangles to the packing. In terms of quantifiers and negations, we
will check that for all clauses it holds that it is not the case that they contain three unsatisfied literals
(or equivalently that each clause has at least one satisfied literal).

Proof of Lemma 10.1. Let 𝜑 ′ be the given 3-SAT formula with 𝑛′ variables 𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛′ and𝑚′ clauses.

Preprocessing the Formula. We assume in the following that no clause of 𝜑 ′ contains the same
literal multiple times. Moreover, there is no clause that contains only one literal. Otherwise we could
greedily set the value of this literal and simplify the formula accordingly. Additionally, we replace
clauses containing exactly two literals. For two literals 𝜆1 and 𝜆2, let 𝐶 = (𝜆1 ∨ 𝜆2) be such a clause of
𝜑 ′ and let 𝑦 be a fresh variable. We replace this clause 𝐶 by the two clauses

(𝜆1 ∨ 𝜆2 ∨ 𝑦) ∧ (𝜆1 ∨ 𝜆2 ∨ 𝑦) .

After doing this replacement for all clauses with only two literals, let𝜑 ′′ be the resulting 3-SAT formula
with 𝑛′′ ≤ 𝑛′ +𝑚′ variables 𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛′′ and𝑚′′ ≤ 2𝑚′ clauses. It is easy to verify that 𝜑 ′ is satisfiable
if and only if 𝜑 ′′ is satisfiable.

For a technical reason, which becomes clear later, we modify the formula 𝜑 ′′ further. For each
𝑖 ∈ [𝑛′′], we add the following four new clauses to the formula

(𝑥𝑖 ∨ 𝑥𝑖 ∨ 𝑥𝑖+1) ∧ (𝑥𝑖 ∨ 𝑥𝑖 ∨ 𝑥𝑖+1) ∧ (𝑥𝑖 ∨ 𝑥𝑖 ∨ 𝑥𝑖+2) ∧ (𝑥𝑖 ∨ 𝑥𝑖 ∨ 𝑥𝑖+2),

where we set 𝑥𝑛′′+1 = 𝑥1 and 𝑥𝑛′′+2 = 𝑥2 to keep notation simple.
Let 𝜑 be the resulting formula. Again, it can be easily verified that 𝜑 is satisfiable if and only if 𝜑 ′′

is satisfiable. By duplicating clauses, we can also achieve that 𝜑 contains exactly 2𝑐 clauses for some
appropriate 𝑐 ≥ 4. Hence, in the following we set𝑚 = 2𝑐 ∈ O(𝑚′) as the number of clauses of 𝜑 and
𝑛 = 𝑛′′ ∈ O(𝑛′ +𝑚′) as the number of variables.

Gadgets. For the construction of the gadgets we use an idea which we refer to as a cycle of
triangles. To formalize this idea, we define the following gadget which we later use to define the other
gadgets.

Claim 10.2 (Auxiliary Gadget). For all integers 𝑟 ≥ 2, there is a graph TriCyc𝑟 with 2𝑟 distinguished
vertices 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 and 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 such that:

1. This graph has exactly two maximum triangle packings 𝑃 and 𝑃 of size 𝑟 .

2. Packing 𝑃 covers 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 and none of the vertices 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 .

3. Packing 𝑃 covers 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 and none of the vertices 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 .

Proof. Intuitively, the gadget TriCyc𝑟 consists of 2𝑟 triangles arranged in a cycle such that two triangles
share one endpoint.

Formally, the graph TriCyc𝑟 consists of a cycle with 2𝑟 vertices 𝑢0, . . . , 𝑢2𝑟−1 where, for all 𝑖 ∈
[2𝑟 −1], 𝑢𝑖−1 is adjacent to𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢2𝑟−1 is connected to𝑢0, and no other edges exist between these vertices.
Moreover, there are vertices 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 and 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 such that, for all 𝑖 ∈ [𝑟 ], 𝑣𝑖 is connected to 𝑢2𝑖−2
and 𝑢2𝑖−1, and 𝑣𝑖 is connected to 𝑢2𝑖−1 and 𝑢2𝑖 mod 2𝑟 .

We define the two packings 𝑃 and 𝑃 as follows:

𝑃 B {(𝑢2𝑖−1, 𝑣𝑖 , 𝑢2𝑖 mod 2𝑟 ) | 𝑖 ∈ [𝑟 ]} and 𝑃 B {(𝑢2𝑖−2, 𝑣𝑖 , 𝑢2𝑖−1) | 𝑖 ∈ [𝑟 ]}

It is easy to check that these two sets actually define a packing of 𝑟 triangles with the properties (2)
and (3). It remains to show that there is no other packing of 𝑟 (or more) triangles. But this follows
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Figure 10.1: Left figure presents a Sel4 gadget. The highlighted triangles depict the triangle packing
𝑃true. Right figure presents Lit4 along with the unique maximum triangle packing 𝑃false.

directly from the fact that the gadget TriCyc𝑟 contains only triangles with vertex set {𝑣𝑖 , 𝑢2𝑖−2, 𝑢2𝑖−1}
or {𝑣𝑖 , 𝑢2𝑖−1, 𝑢2𝑖 mod 2𝑟 } for some 𝑖 ∈ [𝑟 ], since we assumed that 𝑟 ≥ 2. Hence, whenever 𝑟 (or more)
triangles are contained in a packing that is different from 𝑃 and 𝑃 , then all of these triangles cannot be
pairwise vertex disjoint as the neighboring triangles intersect. □

Based on this gadget TriCyc, we define the following gadget, which we use to “generate” the clause
number (see Figure 10.1). Although this gadget is just a special case of the gadget TriCyc, we provide
it with a separate name to keep notation simple in the later proof.

Claim 10.3 (Selector Gadget). For all integers 𝑟 ≥ 2, there is a graph Sel𝑟 with 2𝑟 distinguished vertices
𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 and 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 ∈ 𝑉 such that

1. there are exactly two packings of 3𝑟 triangles denoted by 𝑃0 and 𝑃1,

2. 𝑃0 covers 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 and none of the vertices 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 ,

3. 𝑃1 covers 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 and none of the vertices 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 ,

4. there is no packing of more than 3𝑟 triangles, and

Proof of Claim. We use the graph TriCyc3𝑟 as the graph Sel𝑟 but only pick a third of the distinguished
vertices of TriCyc3𝑟 as the distinguished vertices of Sel𝑟 (see Claim 10.2). Let 𝑣 ′1, . . . , 𝑣 ′3𝑟 and 𝑣

′
1, . . . , 𝑣

′
3𝑟

be the distinguished vertices of UniVar3𝑟 . For all 𝑖 ∈ [𝑟 ], we choose 𝑣𝑖 B 𝑣 ′3𝑖 and 𝑣𝑖 B 𝑣 ′3𝑖−2 as the
distinguished vertices of Sel𝑟 . The properties of the gadget follow immediately from Claim 10.3. ⊳

With the construction of Sel𝑟 at hand, we have everything ready to define the gadgets for encoding
the literals. For this gadget the size of the two largest solutions differs (see Figure 10.1).

Claim 10.4 (Literal Gadget). For all integers 𝑟 ≥ 4, there is a graph Lit𝑟 with 𝑟 distinguished vertices

𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 ∈ 𝑉 such that

1. there is a packing 𝑃true of 3𝑟 − 1 triangles that covers none of 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 ,

2. there is exactly one packing 𝑃false of 3𝑟 triangles that covers 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 , and
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Figure 10.2: An overview of the lower-bound construction. On the left, we have the selector gadget that
can cover either blue vertices (on the right) or red vertices (on the left) in the green group. The middle
layer consists of O(log(𝑚)) groups of 6 vertices. Each group corresponds to the bit of the clause index.
The right part represents the literal gadget, ensuring satisfaction of the corresponding literal in the
clause. Importantly, the middle layer consists of only O(log(𝑚)) vertices. Both the literal and selector
gadgets have a constant treewidth, resulting in a created instance with a treewidth of O(log(𝑚)).

3. there is no triangle packing with more than 3𝑟 triangles.

Proof of Claim. We define Lit𝑟 based on the gadget Sel𝑟 as follows. The vertex and edge set of Lit𝑟 is
the same as that of Sel𝑟 with the only modification that we identify the vertices 𝑣1 and 𝑣3 with each
other. We use the vertices 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 as the distinguished vertices of Lit𝑟 .

First observe that identifying 𝑣1 with 𝑣3 does not create any new triangles. This directly implies the
third property of the gadget. By this choice it directly follows that there is exactly one packing of 3𝑟
triangles which is precisely the packing 𝑃1 for Sel𝑟 . Moreover, the only other packing of 3𝑟 triangles for
Sel𝑟 , i.e., 𝑃0, contains 𝑣1 and 𝑣3. As we identified these two vertices, this reduces the number of triangles
by one. (There are now two choices for the packing 𝑃true.) Hence, the first and second property of the
gadget follow. ⊳

Construction of the Instance. We present the overview of the construction in Figure 10.2.
Before defining the graph 𝐺 , we introduce some more notation. For an integer 0 < 𝑁 ≤ 2𝑐 , we define
bin(𝑁 ) as the binary encoding of 𝑁 − 1 with 𝑐 bits. For all 𝑗 ∈ [𝑐], we denote by bin(𝑁 ) [ 𝑗] the 𝑗th bit
of the binary encoding of 𝑁 − 1.

With this notation, we can now formally define the graph 𝐺 of the instance 𝐼 . For all 𝛾 ∈ [𝑐],
𝑏 ∈ {0, 1}, and 𝑝 ∈ {1, 2, 3}, we create a vertex 𝑧 (𝛾 )

𝑝,𝑏
and define 𝑍 B {𝑧 (𝛾 )

𝑝,𝑏
}𝛾,𝑏,𝑝 as the set of these 6𝑐

vertices.
The left side of the graph is defined as follows. For all 𝛾 ∈ [𝑐], we create a copy Sel(𝛾 ) of the gadget

Sel3 and identify the copies of the vertices 𝑣1, 𝑣2, 𝑣3 with the vertices 𝑧 (𝛾 )1,0 , 𝑧
(𝛾 )
2,0 , 𝑧

(𝛾 )
3,0 and identify the

copies of the vertices 𝑣1, 𝑣2, 𝑣3 with the vertices 𝑧 (𝛾 )1,1 , 𝑧
(𝛾 )
2,1 , 𝑧

(𝛾 )
3,1 . There are no other vertices in the left

side of the instance.
For the right side we let Λ = {𝑥1, 𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛, 𝑥𝑛} be the set of all literals corresponding to the

variables of 𝜑 . Note that from the preprocessing it follows that all of them appear in some clause. For
each literal 𝜆 ∈ Λ, we define a set 𝐶𝜆 ⊆ [𝑚] × {1, 2, 3} such that ( 𝑗, 𝑝) ∈ 𝐶𝜆 if and only if literal 𝜆
appears in the 𝑗th clause at position 𝑝 .

For all 𝜆 ∈ Λ and all ( 𝑗, 𝑝) ∈ 𝐶𝜆 , we create a vertex 𝑑𝜆 and introduce a copy of the gadget Lit𝑐+1
denoted by Lit𝜆,𝑗,𝑝 . For each such gadget Lit𝜆,𝑗,𝑝 and all 𝛾 ∈ [𝑐], we identify the copy of the vertex
𝑣𝛾 from Lit𝑐+1 with the vertex 𝑧 (𝛾 )

𝑝,1−bin( 𝑗 ) [𝛾 ] . The copy of the vertex 𝑣𝑐+1 from Lit𝑐+1 is identified with
𝑑𝜆 . Intuitively, the vertex 𝑑𝜆 synchronizes the “behavior” of all gadget copies that belong to the same
literal. This completes the definition of the graph 𝐺 .

Let 𝑉 be the set of vertices of 𝐺 , then the set of undeletable vertices𝑈 B 𝑉 \ {𝑑𝜆 | 𝜆 ∈ Λ}, that is,
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only the 𝑑𝜆’s can be deleted. To conclude the construction, we set 𝑘 B 𝑛 as the bound on the number of
vertices we are allowed to delete and set ℓ B 3𝑚(3𝑐+2)+9𝑐+3 as the strict upper bound on the number
of triangles that we are allowed to pack after the vertex deletions. The resulting Triangle-HitPack
instance is 𝐼 = (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ).

Correctness. In the next two steps we show that the construction is correct. We do this by
handling both directions individually.

Claim 10.5. If 𝜑 is satisfiable, then 𝐼 has a solution.

Proof of Claim. Let 𝜋 be an assignment for the variables 𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛 such that 𝜑 is satisfied under 𝜋 .
Based on 𝜋 , we define the solution 𝑆 for 𝐼 as

𝑆 B {𝑑𝑥𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛] and 𝜋 (𝑥𝑖) = true} ∪ {𝑑𝑥𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛] and 𝜋 (𝑥𝑖) = false}.

By the definition of 𝑆 , we get that |𝑆 | = 𝑛 = 𝑘 . It remains to show that 𝑆 is indeed a solution for 𝐼 .
For the sake of a contradiction, assume that 𝑆 is not a solution and let P be a maximum size packing

of triangles of size at least ℓ . Let us analyze this packing P. Let 𝑞 be the number of literal gadgets that
contribute the maximum possible 3𝑐 + 3 triangles to P. (These are those gadgets that contribute a
packing according to 𝑃false.) From Claim 10.4 it follows that this triangle packing 𝑃false covers precisely
𝑐 vertices from 𝑍 (one for each 𝛾 ∈ [𝑐]). As 𝑍 has size 6𝑐 it follows that 𝑞 ≤ 6, as otherwise some vertex
from 𝑍 would be covered twice.

We strengthen this bound and argue that 𝑞 ≤ 3. Assume otherwise and let (𝜆𝑖 , 𝑗𝑖 , 𝑝𝑖) for 𝑖 ∈ [4] be
four gadgets Lit𝜆𝑖 , 𝑗𝑖 ,𝑝𝑖 , each contributing 3𝑐 + 3 triangles. As 𝑝𝑖 ∈ [3], there must be distinct 𝑖1, 𝑖2 ∈ [4]
such that 𝑝𝑖1 = 𝑝𝑖2 . For ease of notation assume that 𝑖1 = 1, 𝑖2 = 2 and 𝑝1 = 1. By Claim 10.4, the two
gadgets cover 𝑐 vertices in {𝑧 (𝛾 )1,𝑏 }𝛾,𝑏 . As each vertex can only be covered by one triangle, we get that
all vertices in {𝑧 (𝛾 )1,𝑏 }𝛾,𝑏 are covered. However, if that is the case, then from the properties of Claim 10.3,
it follows that, for all 𝛾 ∈ [𝑐], the gadget Sel(𝛾 ) can contribute at most 8 triangles to the packing. Now
note that every literal gadget that does not contribute 3𝑐 + 3 triangles to the packing P contributes at
most 3𝑐 + 2 triangles, according to Claim 10.4.

Hence, the size of the packing P is at most 3𝑚(3𝑐 + 2) + 8𝑐 + 𝑞. Therefore, P can have size at least
ℓ = 3𝑚(3𝑐 +2) +9𝑐 +3 if and only if 𝑞 ≥ 𝑐 +3. Since we know that 𝑞 ≤ 6, we get 𝑐 ≤ 3which contradicts
the assumption that 𝑐 ≥ 4.

Combining the two above results, we have that 𝑞 ≤ 3. First suppose that 𝑞 ≤ 2. Then the size of
P is at most 3𝑚(3𝑐 + 2) + 9𝑐 + 2, which contradicts the fact that its size should be at least ℓ . Thus, it
remains to consider the case 𝑞 = 3. Let 𝜆𝑖 , 𝑗𝑖 for 𝑖 ∈ [3] such that Lit𝜆𝑖 , 𝑗𝑖 ,𝑝𝑖 contributes the maximum
possible 3𝑐+3 triangles toP for all 𝑖 ∈ [3], i.e., these literal gadgets contribute triangles according to the
packing 𝑃false. We claim that 𝑗1 = 𝑗2 = 𝑗3. For the sake of a contradiction, assume otherwise and assume
without loss of generality that 𝑗1 ≠ 𝑗2. Thus, there is some 𝛾 ∈ [𝑐] such that bin( 𝑗1) [𝛾] ≠ bin( 𝑗2) [𝛾].
This means that exactly one of Lit𝜆1, 𝑗1,𝑝1 or Lit𝜆2, 𝑗2,𝑝2 covers a vertex in 𝑧

(𝛾 )
1,0 , 𝑧

(𝛾 )
2,0 , 𝑧

(𝛾 )
3,0 , whereas the other

covers a vertex in 𝑧 (𝛾 )1,1 , 𝑧
(𝛾 )
2,1 , 𝑧

(𝛾 )
3,1 . Thus, by the properties from Claim 10.3, Sel(𝛾 ) contributes at most 8

triangles to the packing. Hence, the size of the packing is bounded by 3𝑚 · (3𝑐+2) + (𝑐−1)9+8+3which
contradicts the assumption about the size of P, i.e., |P | ≥ ℓ . Hence, we actually get that 𝑗1 = 𝑗2 = 𝑗3.

So, for 𝑗 = 𝑗1 = 𝑗2 = 𝑗3 and for all 𝑖 ∈ [3], the gadgets Lit𝜆𝑖 , 𝑗,𝑖 contribute 3𝑐 + 3 triangles to P. Then
Claim 10.4 implies that 𝑑𝜆𝑖 is not deleted (since it is part of the packing 𝑃false), i.e., 𝑑𝜆𝑖 ∉ 𝑆 . Hence, by
our definition of 𝑆 it must hold that 𝜋 (𝜆𝑖) = false for all 𝑖 ∈ [3] which contradicts the assumption that
𝜋 satisfies 𝜑 . ⊳

Now we prove the reverse direction.

Claim 10.6. If 𝐼 has a solution, then 𝜑 is satisfiable.
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Proof of Claim. Let 𝑆 ⊆ 𝑉 \𝑈 be a solution for 𝐼 . The idea is to define a satisfying assignment 𝜋 for 𝜑
based on 𝑆 . To show that this is possible, we first introduce some notation. We define, for all 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛],
𝑆 (𝑖) B |{𝑑𝑥𝑖 , 𝑑𝑥𝑖 } ∩ 𝑆 | as the number of vertices selected for each variable. We first claim that, for all
𝑖 ∈ [𝑛], the solution 𝑆 satisfies 𝑆 (𝑖) < 2.

The Solution is Good. We say that a solution 𝑆 is good if for each 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛] we have 𝑆 (𝑖) = 1. To
simplify notation, we write 𝑆 (𝑖 + 𝑛) B 𝑆 (𝑖) and similarly for the indices of the variables. Now assume
for contradiction that there is some 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛] such that 𝑆 (𝑖) = 2. Since we defined 𝑘 = 𝑛, this implies that
there must be some 𝑏 ∈ [𝑛] such that 𝑆 (𝑏) = 0. Moreover, we claim that there must be some 𝑏 ∈ [𝑛]
such that 𝑆 (𝑏) = 0 and, additionally, 𝑆 (𝑏 + 1) + 𝑆 (𝑏 + 2) < 4. Again for contradiction assume that, for
all 𝑏 ∈ [𝑛] with 𝑆 (𝑏) = 0, it holds that 𝑆 (𝑏 + 1) + 𝑆 (𝑏 + 2) = 4. We define the following sets

𝑁0 B {𝑖 ∈ [𝑛] | 𝑆 (𝑖) = 0 ∧ 𝑆 (𝑖 + 1) + 𝑆 (𝑖 + 2) = 4}
𝑁1 B {𝑖 ∈ [𝑛] | 𝑆 (𝑖) = 1}
𝑁2 B {𝑖 ∈ [𝑛] | 𝑆 (𝑖) = 2 ∧ 𝑖 − 1, 𝑖 − 2 ∉ 𝑁0}.

Observe that each 𝑖 ∈ 𝑁0 contributes four selected vertices to 𝑆 , each 𝑖 ∈ 𝑁1 contributes one vertex,
and each 𝑖 ∈ 𝑁2 contributes two vertices to 𝑆 . Moreover, this covers all vertices in 𝑆 , as there is no
index 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛] with 𝑆 (𝑖) = 0 and 𝑆 (𝑖 + 1) + 𝑆 (𝑖 + 2) < 4. Hence, we get that

𝑘 =
∑︁
𝑖∈[𝑛]

𝑆 (𝑖) = 4|𝑁0 | + |𝑁1 | + 2|𝑁2 | = 𝑛 + |𝑁0 | + |𝑁2 |.

However, since we assumed that 𝑁0 ≠ ∅, we arrive at a contradiction as 𝑘 = 𝑛 and conclude that there
is some 𝑏 ∈ [𝑛] such that 𝑆 (𝑏) = 0 and 𝑆 (𝑏 + 1) + 𝑆 (𝑏 + 2) < 4.

In the next step we show that this also leads to a contradiction, thereby disproving that there is
some 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛] with 𝑆 (𝑖) = 2. We do this by constructing a large packing which would imply that 𝑆 is not
a solution. By our modification of 𝜑 , for all 𝜆 ∈ {𝑥𝑏+1, 𝑥𝑏+1, 𝑥𝑏+2, 𝑥𝑏+2}, there is a clause (𝑥𝑏 ∨ 𝑥𝑏 ∨ 𝜆)
in 𝜑 . By the above reasoning we know that there is at least one choice of 𝜆 such that 𝑑𝜆 ∉ 𝑆 . Assume
without loss of generality that 𝜆 = 𝑥𝑏+1, the other cases follow analogously. Let 𝑞 ∈ [𝑚] be the number
of the clause (𝑥𝑏 ∨ 𝑥𝑏 ∨ 𝑥𝑏+1). We set 𝑄 = {(𝑥𝑏, 𝑞, 1), (𝑥𝑏, 𝑞, 2), (𝑥𝑏+1, 𝑞, 3)} to simplify notation.

For all 𝜆 ∈ Λ and ( 𝑗, 𝑝) ∈ 𝐶𝜆 where (𝜆, 𝑗, 𝑝) ∉ 𝑄 , we can use the packing 𝑃true fromClaim 10.4 to find
a packing of 3𝑐 + 2 triangles for the gadget Lit𝜆,𝑗,𝑝 such that no vertex from 𝑍 ∪ {𝑑𝜆} is covered. (Recall
that 𝑑𝜆 corresponds to the vertex 𝑣𝑐+1 in the respective gadget, and the vertices in 𝑍 are identified with
vertices of the form 𝑣𝛾 .) This contributes (3𝑚 − 3) · (3𝑐 + 2) triangles.

Also by Claim 10.4, for every (𝜆, 𝑗, 𝑝) ∈ 𝑄 , we can find a packing of 3𝑐 + 3 triangles for Lit𝜆,𝑗,𝑝 since
𝑑𝜆 = 𝑣𝑐+1 is not deleted in these gadgets. Observe that the vertex sets of these packings are disjoint
because the position 𝑝 is different for each choice (and thus we consider different copies of the gadget
Lit𝑐+1). This contributes 3(3𝑐 + 3) additional triangles to the packing.

Note that, by construction of 𝐺 , the triangle packings of the three gadgets Lit𝑥𝑏 , 𝑗,1, Lit𝑥𝑏 , 𝑗,2, and
Lit𝑥𝑏+1, 𝑗,3 cover, for each 𝛾 ∈ [𝑐], exactly one of the sets {𝑧𝛾1,0, 𝑧

𝛾

2,0, 𝑧
𝛾

3,0} or {𝑧
𝛾

1,1, 𝑧
𝛾

2,1, 𝑧
𝛾

3,1}, and they cover
none of the vertices of the respective other set. Thus, for every 𝛾 ∈ [𝑐], we can find a packing of 9
triangles for the gadget Sel(𝛾 ) . This contributes 9𝑐 additional triangles to the packing.

Hence, the final packing consists of

(3𝑚 − 3) · (3𝑐 + 2) + 3(3𝑐 + 3) + 9𝑐 = 3𝑚(3𝑐 + 2) + 9𝑐 + 3

triangleswhich contradicts our assumption that 𝑆 is a solution becausewe defined ℓ = 3𝑚·(3𝑐+2)+9𝑐+3.
We conclude that it cannot happen that 𝑆 (𝑖) = 2 for any 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛].

Constructing and Verifying the Assignment. Nowwe can define the assignment 𝜋 for 𝜑 . For
all 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛], we set

𝜋 (𝑥𝑖) B
{
true, if 𝑑𝑥𝑖 ∈ 𝑆,
false, otherwise.
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By the fact that the solution 𝑆 is good, this assignment is well-defined and each variable is assigned
some truth-value.

Now we argue that 𝜋 satisfies 𝜑 . For the sake of a contradiction, assume that 𝜋 does not satisfy 𝜑 .
Then there is at least one clause that is not satisfied by 𝜋 . Fix some arbitrary index 𝑗 ∈ [𝑚] of such an
unsatisfied clause. Next we construct a packing of at least ℓ triangles in 𝐺 − 𝑆 .

For all 𝛾 ∈ [𝑐], there is, by Claim 10.3, some triangle packing 𝑃 (𝛾 ) for the gadget Sel(𝛾 ) such that
the vertices 𝑧 (𝛾 )1,bin( 𝑗 ) [𝛾 ], 𝑧

(𝛾 )
2,bin( 𝑗 ) [𝛾 ], 𝑧

(𝛾 )
3,bin( 𝑗 ) [𝛾 ] are covered by this packing (this is the packing 𝑃bin( 𝑗 ) [𝛾 ] of

the corresponding gadget). By Claim 10.3, we know that each packing 𝑃 (𝛾 ) contains exactly 9 triangles.
Let 𝜆1, 𝜆2, and 𝜆3 be the literals such that the 𝑗th clause is (𝜆1 ∨ 𝜆2 ∨ 𝜆3).

• For all literals 𝜆 ∈ Λ \ {𝜆1, 𝜆2, 𝜆3}, and for all ( 𝑗 ′, 𝑝) ∈ 𝐶𝜆 , we use Claim 10.4 to obtain a triangle
packing 𝑃𝜆 of size 3𝑐 + 2 for the gadget Lit𝜆,𝑗,𝑝 . As argued before, we can choose 𝑃𝜆 = 𝑃true such
that it does not cover any vertex from 𝑍 ∪ {𝑑𝜆}. Hence, we do not have to check whether the
vertex 𝑑𝜆 is contained in 𝑆 , that is, to check whether it is deleted.

• For the literals 𝜆𝑝 with 𝑝 ∈ [3], and for all ( 𝑗 ′, 𝑝) ∈ 𝐶𝜆𝑝 with 𝑗 ′ ≠ 𝑗 , we also select a triangle
packing of size 3𝑐 +2 for the gadget Lit𝜆𝑝 , 𝑗 ′,𝑝 . Again, this triangle packing does not use the vertex
𝑑𝜆𝑝 or any vertex from 𝑍 .

• Finally, for the literals 𝜆𝑝 with 𝑝 ∈ [3], consider the gadget Lit𝜆𝑝 , 𝑗,𝑝 . Recall that 𝜋 (𝜆𝑝) = false as
we assume that the clause is unsatisfied. Hence, 𝑑𝜆𝑝 ∉ 𝑆 . Thus, by Claim 10.4, we can choose the
triangle packing that contains 𝑑𝜆𝑝 for Lit𝜆𝑝 , 𝑗,𝑝 , that is, the packing of size 3𝑐 + 3 that contains all
of the vertices of the form 𝑣𝛾 = 𝑧

(𝛾 )
𝑝,1−bin( 𝑗 ) [𝛾 ] .

Let 𝑃𝜆𝑝 be the combined packing for the gadgets Lit𝜆𝑝 , 𝑗 ′,𝑝 for all ( 𝑗 ′, 𝑝) ∈ 𝐶𝜆𝑝 . We first argue why
the final packing is actually a packing, that is, why the triangles from the right are disjoint from the
triangle packing for the left side of the graph. For this fix some 𝛾 ∈ [𝑐]. We know that the gadget Sel(𝛾 )

covers the vertices 𝑧 (𝛾 )
𝑝,bin( 𝑗 ) [𝛾 ] for all 𝑝 ∈ [3]. By our choice above, for all 𝑝 ∈ [3], the gadget Lit𝜆𝑝 , 𝑗,𝑝

covers the vertices 𝑧 (𝛾 )
𝑝,1−bin( 𝑗 ) [𝛾 ] for all 𝛾 ∈ [𝑐]. Hence, the two vertex sets are actually disjoint which

implies that the triangles from the packing are disjoint.
It remains to analyze the size of the resulting packing. We know that |𝑃 (𝛾 ) | = 9, |𝑃𝜆 | = 3𝑐 + 2 for

all 𝜆 ∈ Λ \ {𝜆1, 𝜆2, 𝜆3}, and that |𝑃𝜆𝑝 | = ( |𝐶𝜆𝑝 | − 1) · (3𝑐 + 2) + (3𝑐 + 3) for all 𝑝 ∈ [3]. Hence, the entire
packing has size

𝑐 · 9 +
∑︁

𝜆∈Λ\{𝜆1,𝜆2,𝜆3}
|𝐶𝜆 | · (3𝑐 + 2)

+ (3𝑐 + 2) ( |𝐶𝜆1 | − 1) + (3𝑐 + 2) ( |𝐶𝜆2 | − 1) + (3𝑐 + 2) ( |𝐶𝜆3 | − 1) + 3(3𝑐 + 3)
= 9𝑐 +

∑︁
𝜆∈Λ

(3𝑐 + 2) |𝐶𝜆 | + 3

= 9𝑐 + 3𝑚 · (3𝑐 + 2) + 3

which is equal to ℓ . Since this is a contradiction to our assumption that we are given a solution for the
Triangle-HitPack instance, we conclude that 𝜋 actually satisfies the formula 𝜑 . ⊳

It remains to prove that the reduction also satisfies the required properties about the size and the
pathwidth of 𝐺 .

Claim 10.7. Graph 𝐺 has pathwidth at most O(log𝑚) and the size of 𝐺 if bounded by O(𝑚 log𝑚).

Proof of Claim. The number of Sel(𝛾 ) gadgets is precisely 𝑐 and each gadget is of constant size. Each
gadget Lit𝜆,𝑝,𝑗 is of size O(𝑐) (by Claim 10.4), and there are 3𝑚 such gadgets in total. As we already
accounted for the vertices in 𝑍 by the other gadgets, the size of the graph can be bounded above by

O(𝑐) + 3𝑚 · O(𝑐) = O(𝑚 log𝑚) .
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For the bound on the pathwidth we first observe that if we delete 𝑍 , then the graph consists of
𝑐 + 3𝑚 disjoint components. Moreover, each such component either corresponds to a gadget Sel(𝛾 ) ,
which has constant size, or to a gadget Lit𝜆,𝑝,𝑗 , which has size O(𝑐) = O(log𝑚). Thus, the pathwidth
of the entire graph can be bounded by O(log𝑚). ⊳

Wefinish the proof by recalling that𝜑 is satisfiable if and only if the original formula𝜑 ′ is satisfiable.
Moreover, based on our initial modifications to 𝜑 , we get𝑚 ∈ O(𝑚′) which concludes the proof. □

10.2 Lower Bound for Sqare-HitPack

In this section we consider the problem Sqare-HitPack and provide a lower bound matching the
running time of the general algorithm from Section 7 as stated in Theorem 1.6. Formally, we prove
Theorem 1.8, which we restate here for convenience.

Theorem 1.8. Assuming ETH, Square-HitPack has no 22𝑜 (pw log pw) · 𝑛O(1)
time algorithm, where pw is

the pathwidth of the input graph.

Our reduction starts from 3-SAT and follows roughly the same outline as the reduction for the
general case. However, to obtain this stronger bound with the logarithmic factor, we have to construct
an instance of Sqare-HitPack with smaller pathwidth. More precisely, if we can find a reduction
such that the pathwidth is bounded by O(log𝑚/log log𝑚), then the claimed lower bound would follow
immediately.

To understand how this can be achieved, recall that the encoding of the clause number was the lim-
iting factor for the bound on the pathwidth in previous reduction. By encoding the index of the clauses
in binary, the pathwidth of the graph became O(log𝑚). When now considering Sqare-HitPack, we
can actually find a better way of representing the clause number. Recall that in the previous con-
struction, each gadget (independent of its type) covered vertices from their respective half and one
additional vertex from the middle only. In the following we allow that a cycle can go from the left side
to the right half of the graph. Then the cycle can actually be described by pair of vertices form the
middle.

We use this idea as follows while again designing a graph with two halves. The left half contains
gadgets corresponding to selecting the clause and the gadgets on the right side correspond to setting
the variables and checking whether the literals are satisfied. For the vertices in the middle, we now
have two groups (high and low) of O(𝑡) vertices each where 𝑡 is chosen such that 𝑡 ! = 𝑚 (this is for
example possible by setting 𝑡 = O(log𝑚/log log𝑚)). The clause number is then encoded by a perfect
matching from the vertices of the high group to the vertices of the low group. This gives us 𝑡 ! possible
perfect matchings which then clearly suffices to represent all clauses.

We define the gadgets on the left such that they connect each vertex from the high group to a vertex
from the low group by a path of length two (i.e., a half of a𝐶4) which then induces a perfect matching.
The gadgets on the right side then have to complete these cycles by another path of length two to form
a𝐶4. We define these literal gadgets such that this is only possible if the corresponding literal was not
satisfied. The interpretation is again that a large 𝐶4-packign corresponds to an unsatisfied clause and
thus, also formula while a small packing indicates a satisfying assignment.

We note that for this construction to work we crucially rely on the fact that we can transfer in-
formation from one half to the other half for which we exploit that we are packing cycles of length
four.

In the following we give the formal details.

Proof of Theorem 1.8. Let 𝜑 ′ be the given 3-SAT formula with 𝑛′ variables 𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛′ and 𝑚′ clauses.
We preprocess the formula in a similar way to that in Section 10.1, and we get a formula 𝜑 with 𝑛
variables and 𝑚 clauses. Let 𝑡 be the minimum integer such that 𝑡 ! is at least the number of clauses
of the formula. Next, we duplicate arbitrarily selected clause to guarantee that the final formula has
exactly 𝑡 ! clauses.
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Gadgets. As a next step we define two types of gadgets, one for the literals and one for selecting
the clause.

Claim 10.8 (Literal Gadget for 𝐶4). For all integers 𝑟 ≥ 2, there is a graph CLit𝑟 with 2𝑟 distinguished
vertices 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 and 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 ∈ 𝑉 such that

1. there are exactly two packings of 𝐶4’s of size 3𝑟 denoted by 𝑃0 and 𝑃1,

2. 𝑃0 covers 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 and none of the vertices 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 ,

3. 𝑃1 covers 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 and none of the vertices 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑟 ,

4. there is no packing of 𝐶4’s of size greater than 3𝑟 .

Proof of Claim. Intuitively, our literal gadget CLit𝑟 is the graph obtained by replacing every triangle in
UniVar𝑟 with a 𝐶4.

First, we create 6𝑟 copies of 𝐶4, which we denote as 𝑎1𝑏1𝑐1𝑑1, . . . , 𝑎6𝑟𝑏6𝑟𝑐6𝑟𝑑6𝑟 . We identify 𝑑𝑖 with
𝑏𝑖+1 mod 6𝑟 for every 𝑖 ∈ [6𝑟 ]. For every 𝑖 ∈ [𝑟 ], we name 𝑎6𝑖−5 as 𝑣𝑖 . Next, for every 𝑖 ∈ [𝑟 ] we name
vertex 𝑎6𝑖−2 as 𝑣𝑖 . This concludes the construction of graph CLit𝑟 .

Let 𝑃0 = {𝑎2𝑖+1𝑏2𝑖+1𝑐2𝑖+1𝑑2𝑖+1 | 𝑖 ∈ [3𝑟 ]} and 𝑃1 = {𝑎2𝑖𝑏2𝑖𝑐2𝑖𝑑2𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ [3𝑟 ]} be the two distinguished
packings. We can easily verify that properties 2 and 3 of this claim are true.

Observe, that any 𝐶4 in the graph is of the form 𝑎𝑖𝑏𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑑𝑖 for some 𝑖 ∈ [6𝑟 ]. This means that an
arbitrary𝐶4 in any packing in the graph must cover both vertices of {𝑏𝑖𝑑𝑖} for some 𝑖 ∈ [6𝑟 ]. It follows
that properties 1 and 4 are true as {𝑏2𝑖+1, 𝑑2𝑖+1} | 𝑖 ∈ [3𝑟 ]} = {{𝑏2𝑖 , 𝑑2𝑖} | 𝑖 ∈ [3𝑟 ]}, every 𝐶4 in a
packing must contain 𝑏𝑖 , 𝑑𝑖 for some 𝑖 and both sets have size 3𝑟 only. ⊳

We also introduce the selector gadget CSel. Intuitively, CSel is a chain of five 4-cycles. Formally,
CSel is constructed from 5 copies of 𝐶4, denoted as 𝑎1𝑏1𝑐1𝑑1, . . . , 𝑎5𝑏5𝑐5𝑑5. Then, we identify vertices
𝑑𝑖 with 𝑏𝑖+1 for every 𝑖 ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}. This concludes the construction of CSel.

Construction of the Instance. Now we describe how to construct the instance of 𝐶4-HitPack
from a processed instance of 3-SAT. For all 𝛾 ∈ [𝑡], 𝑔 ∈ {0, 1}, and 𝑝 ∈ {1, 2, 3}, we create a vertex 𝑧 (𝛾 )𝑝,𝑔

and define 𝑍 B {𝑧 (𝛾 )𝑝,𝑔 }𝛾,𝑔,𝑝 as the set of vertices in the middle.
The left side of the graph is as follows. For each pair (𝑖, 𝑗) ∈ [𝑡] × [𝑡], we create a copy of the

selector gadget, denoted by CSel(𝑖, 𝑗 ) . For each gadget CSel(𝑖, 𝑗 ) , we connect 𝑎1, 𝑎3, and 𝑎5 (where 𝑎𝑖 is
the vertex in the 𝑖th 𝐶4 of CSel(𝑖, 𝑗 ) ) as follows to six vertices in 𝑍 :

• We make 𝑎1 adjacent to the two vertices 𝑧𝑖1,0 and 𝑧
𝑗

1,1.

• We make 𝑎3 adjacent to the two vertices 𝑧𝑖2,0 and 𝑧
𝑗

2,1.

• We make 𝑎5 adjacent to the two vertices 𝑧𝑖3,0 and 𝑧
𝑗

3,1.

The right side of the graph is as follows. Let Λ = {𝑥1, 𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛, 𝑥𝑛} be the set of all literals cor-
responding to the variables of 𝜑 . Note that from the preprocessing it follows that all of them ap-
pear in some clause. For each literal 𝜆 ∈ Λ, we define a set ClauseID𝜆 ⊆ [𝑚] × {1, 2, 3} such that
( 𝑗, 𝑝) ∈ ClauseID𝜆 if and only if literal 𝜆 appears in the 𝑗th clause at position 𝑝 .

We create two vertices 𝑑 (true)
𝑖

and 𝑑 (false)
𝑖

for each 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛]. For all 𝜆 ∈ Λ and all ( 𝑗, 𝑝) ∈ ClauseID𝜆 ,
we introduce a copy of the gadget CLit𝑡+1 denoted by CLit𝜆,𝑗,𝑝 . Depending on the literal 𝜆 we consider
two cases.

• The literal 𝜆 is a positive literal, that is, 𝜆 = 𝑥𝑖 for some variable 𝑥𝑖 :

Then, we identify 𝑣𝑡+1 of the gadgetCLit𝜆,𝑗,𝑝 with𝑑 (true)
𝑖

. Moreover, we identify 𝑣𝑡+1 of the gadget
CLit𝜆,𝑗,𝑝 with 𝑑 (false)

𝑖
.
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• The literal 𝜆 is a negative literal, that is, 𝜆 = 𝑥𝑖 for some variable 𝑥𝑖 :

Thenwe identify 𝑣𝑡+1 of the gadgetCLit𝜆,𝑗,𝑝 with𝑑 (false)
𝑖

. Moreover, we identify 𝑣𝑡+1 of the gadget
CLit𝜆,𝑗,𝑝 with 𝑑 (true)

𝑖
.

Let 𝜎1, 𝜎2, . . . , 𝜎𝑚 be 𝑚 different permutation functions of 𝑡 elements, chosen in arbitrary order.
Note that there are 𝑡 ! different permutation functions of 𝑡 elements and 𝑡 ! = 𝑚. For each gadget
CLit𝜆,𝑗,𝑝 and each 𝛾 ∈ [𝑡], we connect 𝑣𝛾 and 𝑧 (𝛾 )

𝑝,0 with an edge, and connect 𝑣𝛾 and 𝑧 (𝜎 𝑗 (𝛾 ) )
𝑝,1 with an

edge. This concludes the construction of the graph 𝐺 .
Let 𝑉 be the set of vertices of 𝐺 , then the set of undeletable vertices is 𝑈 B 𝑉 \ {𝑑 (true)

𝑖
, 𝑑

(false)
𝑖

|
𝑖 ∈ [𝑛]}. We set 𝑘 B 𝑛 as the bound on the number of vertices we are allowed to delete and set
ℓ B 3𝑡2 + 9𝑚(𝑡 + 1) + 2𝑡 . The constructed 𝐶4-HitPack instance is 𝐼 = (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ). This concludes
the description of the construction. Clearly, the runtime of the reduction is polynomial. It remains to
prove its correctness and analyze the pathwidth of 𝐺 .

Correctness. Now, we show that the construction is correct. We do this by handling both direc-
tions individually.

Claim 10.9. If 𝜑 is satisfiable, then 𝐼 has a solution.

Proof of Claim. Let 𝜋 be an assignment for the variables 𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛 such that 𝜑 is satisfied under 𝜋 .
Based on 𝜋 , we define the solution for 𝐼 as

𝑆 B {𝑑 (true)
𝑖

| 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛] and 𝜋 (𝑥𝑖) = true} ∪ {𝑑 (false)
𝑖

| 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛] and 𝜋 (𝑥𝑖) = false}.

It remains to show that 𝑆 is indeed a solution for 𝐼 , i.e., there is no packing of ℓ vertex-disjoint 4-cycles
in 𝐺 \ 𝑆 .

For the sake of contradiction, assume that P is a maximum-size packing of 4-cycles of size at least
ℓ . Let us analyze this packing P. First we check the right side of the graph 𝐺 , which is the set of all
literal gadgets. Each of CLit𝜆,𝑗,𝑝 can contribute at most 3(𝑡 + 1) many 4-cycles to P (if we ignore the
4-cycles of P in the middle that are incident with vertices of the literal gadgets). There are 3𝑚 literal
gadgets and thus the literal gadgets can contribute at most 3𝑚(3𝑡 + 3) many 4-cycles in total.

It remains to check the left part and the middle part of𝐺 . Since there are 6𝑡 vertices in the middle,
the middle part can contribute at most 3𝑡 many 4-cycles to P. We show that the middle part contributes
exactly 3𝑡 many 4-cycles toP. Otherwise, the size ofP is strictly less than 3𝑡+3(𝑡2−𝑡)+2𝑡+3𝑚(3𝑡+3) =
ℓ , a contradiction to our assumption.

Next, we argue that there are exactly 𝑡 selector gadgets which are incident with at least one 𝐶4 of
P contributed by the middle part. Suppose that there are 𝑞 > 𝑡 selector gadgets which are incident
with at least one𝐶4 of P contributed by the middle part. Then the size of P is at most 3𝑡 + 3(𝑡2 − 𝑞) +
2𝑞 + 3𝑚(3𝑡 + 3) < ℓ , a contradiction to our assumption. Thus it holds that there are exactly 𝑡 selector
gadgets which are incident with at least one𝐶4 of P contributed by the middle part. Since there are 6𝑡
vertices in the middle part, it follows that there are exactly 𝑡 selector gadgets each of which is incident
with three 4-cycles of P contributed by the middle part. Thus the left part can contribute at most
2𝑡 + (𝑡2 − 𝑡) · 3 = 3𝑡2 − 𝑡 many 4-cycles to P. By the construction, these 𝑡 selector gadgets actually
define a permutation of 𝑡 elements, say 𝜎ℎ (ℎ ∈ [𝑚]), according to the vertices of 𝑍 to which they are
adjacent.

Note that to pack 3𝑡 many 4-cycles in the middle part and 3𝑚(3𝑡 + 3) many 4-cycles on the right
part (to make sure that |P | ≥ ℓ), the only possible situation is that each of the three literal gadgets
corresponding to theℎth clause𝐶ℎ are incident with 𝑡 many 4-cycles of P in the middle part. Moreover,
each of the three literal gadgets also contributes 3(𝑡 + 1) many 4-cycles to P. By the definition of the
solution 𝑆 , all three literals of𝐶ℎ are set to false by the assignment 𝜋 . Thus, the clause𝐶ℎ is not satisfied
by 𝜋 , contradicting that 𝜋 is a satisfying assignment.

As a result, there is no packing of ℓ vertex-disjoint 4-cycles in 𝐺 \ 𝑆 and 𝑆 is a solution to 𝐼 . ⊳
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Now we prove the reverse direction.

Claim 10.10. If 𝐼 has a solution, then 𝜑 is satisfiable.

Proof of Claim. Let 𝑆 ⊆ 𝑉 \𝑈 be a solution for 𝐼 . By a very similar analysis to that in Claim 10.6, we can
show that the solution 𝑆 is good, that is, for no variable 𝑥𝑖 , both vertices 𝑑 (true)

𝑖
and 𝑑 (false)

𝑖
are deleted

(see Section 10.1 for more details). We define the assignment 𝜋 for 𝜑 as follows. For all 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛], we set

𝜋 (𝑥𝑖) B
{
true, if 𝑑 (true)

𝑖
∈ 𝑆,

false, otherwise.

By the fact that the solution 𝑆 is good, this assignment is well-defined and each variable is assigned
some boolean value.

Now we argue that 𝜋 satisfies 𝜑 . For the sake of a contradiction, assume that 𝜋 does not satisfy
𝜑 . Hence, there is at least one clause that is not satisfied by 𝜋 and let 𝑗 ∈ [𝑚] be the index of such an
unsatisfied clause. Next we construct a packing P of at least ℓ many 4-cycles in 𝐺 − 𝑆 .

Let 𝐶 𝑗 = (𝜆1 ∨ 𝜆2 ∨ 𝜆3) be this specific clause. Since 𝜋 (𝜆𝑝) = false for each 𝑝 ∈ [3], vertex 𝑣𝑡+1 is
not deleted in each of CLit𝜆𝑝 , 𝑗,𝑝 by the construction. By Claim 10.8, we can add 𝑡 + 1 many 4-cycles
(the packing 𝑃0 covering 𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑡+1) for the literal gadget CLit𝜆𝑝 , 𝑗,𝑝 to P for each 𝑝 ∈ [3]. Consider
a vertex 𝑣𝛾 (where 𝛾 ∈ [𝑡]) of the literal gadget CLit𝜆𝑝 , 𝑗,𝑝 (where 𝑝 ∈ [3]). Recall that 𝑣𝛾 is adjacent
to 𝑧 (𝛾 )

𝑝,0 and 𝑧 (𝜎 𝑗 (𝛾 ) )
𝑝,1 . Let 𝑎2𝑝−1 be the vertex of CSel(𝛾,𝜎 𝑗 (𝛾 ) ) which is adjacent to both 𝑧 (𝛾 )

𝑝,0 and 𝑧 (𝜎 𝑗 (𝛾 ) )
𝑝,1 .

Then, we get the 𝐶4 that covers 𝑣𝛾 , 𝑎2𝑝−1, 𝑧 (𝛾 )𝑝,0 and 𝑧 (𝜎 𝑗 (𝛾 ) )
𝑝,1 . Thus we get a packing Pmid of 3𝑡 many

4-cycles of this form and by our construction these cycles are vertex-disjoint. We add all of the 4-cycles
in Pmid to P.

For any literal gadget CLit𝜆,𝑗 ′,𝑝 such that 𝑗 ′ ≠ 𝑗 , by Claim 10.8, we can add 𝑡 + 1 many 4-cycles to
P as only one vertex of 𝑣𝑡+1 and 𝑣𝑡+1 is deleted in the gadget. For a selector gadget CSel(𝑖, 𝑗 ) , note that
it is incident with either three or none of the 4-cycles of Pmid by our construction. If it is incident with
three 4-cycles of Pmid, then we add two 4-cycles of CSel(𝑖, 𝑗 ) which does not cover any vertex of Pmid
to P. Otherwise we add three 4-cycles of CSel(𝑖, 𝑗 ) to P.

We can verify that the 4-cycles in P are pairwise vertex-disjoint. The size of P is 3𝑚(3𝑡 + 3) + 3𝑡 +
2𝑡 + 3(𝑡2 − 𝑡) = ℓ . This contradicts the fact that 𝑆 is a solution for 𝐼 . Thus we can conclude that the
constructed assignment 𝜋 satisfies 𝜑 . ⊳

It remains to prove that the reduction also satisfies the required properties about the size and the
pathwidth of 𝐺 .

Claim 10.11. Graph 𝐺 has pathwidth at most O(𝑡).

Proof of Claim. Observe that if we delete 𝑍 , then the graph consists of 𝑡2 + 3𝑚 disjoint components.
Moreover, each such component either corresponds to a gadget CSel(𝑖, 𝑗 ) , which has constant size, or to
a gadgetCLit𝜆,𝑗,𝑝 , which has size O(𝑡) = O(𝑡). Thus, the pathwidth of the entire graph can be bounded
by O(𝑡). ⊳

Recall that 𝑡 ! =𝑚, which means that𝑚 = 2O(𝑡 log 𝑡 ) = 2O(pw log pw) . Observe that this concludes the
proof of Theorem 1.8 because a 22𝑜 (pw log pw) · |𝑉 (𝐺) |O(1) algorithm for 𝐶4-HitPack would yield a 2𝑜 (𝑚)

algorithm for 3-SAT with𝑚 clauses. □

10.3 Lower Bound for Cycle-HitPack

In this section we prove Theorem 1.3, which we restate for convenience.

Theorem 1.3. Assuming ETH, Cycle-HitPack has no 22𝑜 (pw log pw) ·𝑛O(1)
time algorithm, where pw is the

pathwidth of the input graph.
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We note that this result does not follow from the statement of Theorem 1.8 although a 𝐶4 is obvi-
ously a cycle. The main reason is that there might be a large cycle packing despite the fact that there
is no large 𝐶4 packing (e.g., the graph itself is a long cycle).

However, in the following we argue that our reduction from Theorem 1.8 was already stated such
that it works for Cycle-HitPack. The crucial piece is the following lemma.

Lemma 10.12. Let 𝐼 = (𝐺,𝑈 , 𝑘, ℓ) be the 𝐶4-HitPack instance from Theorem 1.8. Let 𝑆 ⊆ 𝑉 (𝐺) \𝑈 be

a set of vertices and P be an arbitrary cycle-packing for 𝐺 − 𝑆 containing at least one cycle that is not a

𝐶4. Then, there is a 𝐶4-packing P′
for 𝐺 − 𝑆 such that |P′ | ≥ |P|.

Proof. Recall that the constructed graph is based on two different types of gadgets. The gadgets of the
form CSel were used to select some clause number and the gadgets of the form CLit𝑡+1 encoded the
literals appearing in the formula.

Consider some cycle 𝐶 of length at least 5 in the packing P. This cycle 𝐶 cannot be contained in
the gadget CSel since such a gadget does not contain any other cycles besides the five 4-cycles which
are arranged as a path by construction. Suppose 𝐶 is entirely contained in some gadget CLit𝑡+1. Let
us denote this gadget by 𝐹 for ease of notation. Then, by the structure of these gadgets, 𝐶 intersects
all 4-cycles in 𝐹 . In particular, there is no other cycle in P that is entirely contained in 𝐹 . Also, as a
non-distinguished vertex of 𝐹 is not part of any edge outside of 𝐹 , such a vertex cannot be contained
in any cycle of P, other than possibly𝐶 . Hence, removing the cycle𝐶 and then adding some maximal
packing of𝐶4 in 𝐹 that does not contain any distinguished vertex gives another feasible packing of size
at least that of P.

Now consider some cycle 𝐶 of length at least 5 in the packing P that is not entirely contained in
some gadget. In this case we know that𝐶 enters some gadget 𝐹 at some distinguished vertex and leaves
𝐹 at some other distinguished vertex. However, from the construction of the gadgets it is straightfor-
ward to see that this path that is the intersection of𝐶 with the gadget 𝐹 goes through at least two𝐶4’s
in 𝐹 all of whose vertices are non-distinguished vertices. Therefore, removing 𝐶 from the packing P
and adding one of these 𝐶4 instead gives another feasible packing of size at least that of P (and fewer
cycles of length at least 5). □

Now we can directly prove Theorem 1.3.

Theorem 1.3. Assuming ETH, Cycle-HitPack has no 22𝑜 (pw log pw) ·𝑛O(1)
time algorithm, where pw is the

pathwidth of the input graph.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. It clearly suffices to prove that the construction gives a reduction from 3-SAT to
Cycle-HitPackwith the properties from Lemma 10.1. Then, the result follows by the same arguments
as Theorem 1.9.

Since we did not modify our construction, it suffices to prove the first property, that is, the 3-SAT
formula 𝜑 and the Cycle-HitPack instance 𝐼 are equivalent. If 𝜑 is satisfiable, we know that 𝐼 has a
solution for Triangle-HitPack, that is, after removing at most 𝑘 vertices there is no large packing of
𝐶4. Lemma 10.12 implies that there is also no large packing of cycles as otherwise there would also be
a large packing of 𝐶4.

For the converse direction assume that at most 𝑘 vertices of 𝐼 can be deleted such that there is no
large cycle-packing. Since every 𝐶4-packing is also a cycle-packing, this implies that there is no large
𝐶4 packing. Hence, formula 𝜑 must be satisfiable. □
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